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This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER 
contains  regulatory  documents  having  general 
applicability  arxl  legal  effecL  rrxiet  of  which 
are  keyed  to  and  edified  In  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulatiom,  which  Is  published  utKler 
50  titles  pursuant  to  44  U.S.C.  1510. 

The  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  sold  by 
the  Superintendent  of  Documertts.  Prices  of 
new  books  are  listed  In  the  first  FEDERAL 
REGISTER  Issue  of  each  week. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
7  CFR  Part  1413 
RIN  056&-AC73 

Common  Provisions  for  the  1993 
Wheat,  Feed  Grains,  Cotton,  and  Rice 
Programs 

AGENCY:  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
USDA. 

ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  On  September  17, 1992,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CXXD) 
issued  a  proposed  rule  with  respect  to 
discretionary  provisions  for  the  price 
support  and  production  adjustment 
programs  for  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland 
and  extra  long  staple  (ELS)  cotton,  and 
rice  which  are  conducted  by  the  CCC  in 
accordance  with  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  (the  1949  Act),  as  amended.  This 
final  rule  amends  the  regulations  to 
implement  the  changes  on  the  following 
program  determinations:  (a)  The  types 
of  crops  which  may  not  be  planted  on 
“flexible  acreage";  (b)  whether  targeted 
option  payments  (TOP)  should  be 
instituted:  (c)  whether  the  planting  of 
designated  crops  on  up  to  one-half  of 
the  i^uced  acreage  should  be  allowed; 
(d)  whether  the  planting  of  oats  for 
harvest  on  wheat  and  feed  grain  acreage 
conservation  reserve  (ACR)  should  be 
allowed;  (e)  whether  the  planting  of 
conserving  use  crops  on  ACR  should  be 
allowed;  (f)  whether  the  planting  of 
alternative  crops  on  conserving  use 
acreage  for  payment  should  be  allowed; 
and  (g)  whether  producers  of  malting 
barley  should  be  exempt  fi'om 
complying  with  the  acreage  reduction 
requirements  to  maintain  eligibility  for 
feed  grain  loans,  purchases,  and 
payments. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  March  1, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
James  A.  Langley,  Senior  Policy 


Analyst,  Office  of  the  Deputy 
Administrator,  Policy  Analysis, 
AgriculUu^l  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service,  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  (USDA).  room  3090-S, 
P.O.  Box  2415,  Washington,  DC  20013- 
2415  or  call  202-690-0445. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Executive  Order  12291  and 
Departmental  Regulation  1512-1 
This  final  rule  has  been  reviewed 
imder  USDA  procedures  established  in 
accordance  with  Executive  Order  12291 
and  Departmental  Regulation  No.  1512- 
1  and  has  been  designated  as  “major". 

It  has  been  determined  that  these 
program  provisions  will  result  in  an 
annual  effect  on  the  economy  of  $100 
million  or  more. 

Final  Regulatory  Impact  Analysis 

The  Final  Regulatory  Impact  Analysis 
describing  the  options  considered  in 
developing  this  final  rule  and  the 
impact  of  the  implementation  of  each 
option  is  available  on  request  firom  the 
above-named  individual. 

Executive  Order  12778 
This  final  rule  has  been  reviewed  in 
accordance  with  Executive  Order  12778. 
The  provisions  of  the  final  rule  are  not 
retroactive  and  preempt  State  laws  only 
to  the  extent  su^  provisions  are 
inconsistent  with  State  laws.  Before  any 
judicial  action  may  be  brought 

concerning  these  provisions,  the  _ 

administrative  appeal  remedies  at  7  CFR 
part  780  must  be  exhausted. 

Federal  Assistance  Programs 

The  titles  and  numbers  of  the  Federal 
Assistance  Programs,  as  found  in  the 
Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance, 
to  which  this  final  rule  applies  are  as 
follows: 


Titles 

Numbers 

Commodity  Loans  cmd  Pmctieses . . 

10.051 

Cotton  Production  Stabilization . 

10.052 

Feed  Grains  Production  Stabilization  ..._ 

10.055 

Wheat  Production  Stabilization . 

10.058 

Rica  Production  Stabilization  _ _ 

10.065 

Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 

It  has  been  determined  that  the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act  is  not 
applicable  to  this  final  rule  since  CCC 
is  not  required  by  5  U.S.C.  553  or  any 
other  provision  of  law  to  publish  a 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  with 
respect  to  the  subject  matter  of  this  rule. 


Environmental  Evaluation 

It  has  been  determined  by  an 
environmental  evaluation  that  this 
action  will  have  no  significant  impact 
on  the  quality  of  human  environment. 
Therefore,  neither  an  environmental 
assessment  nor  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  is  needed. 

Executive  Order  12372 

This  program/activity  is  not  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  Executive  Order 
12372,  which  requires 
intergovernmental  consultation  with 
State  and  local  officials.  See  the  Notice 
related  to  7  CFR  part  3015,  subpart  V, 
published  at  48  ^  29115  (June  24, 

1983). 

Paperwork  Reduction  Act 

The  amendments  to  7  CFR  part  1413 
set  forth  in  this  final  rule  contain 
information  collection  requirements  that 
require  clearance  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  under 
the  provisions  of  44  U.S.C.  chapter  35. 
ASCS  has  submitted  a  request  for 
approval  of  the  information  collection 
requirements  to  OMB.  Public  reporting 
buiden  for  these  collections  is  estimated 
to  average  15  minutes  per  response, 
including  time  for  reviewing 
instructions,  searching  existing  data 
sources,  gathering  and  maintaining  the 
data  needed,  and  completing  and 
reviewing  the  collection  of  information. 
Send  comments  regarding  this  burden 
estimate  or  any  other  aspect  of  this 
collection,  induding  suggestions  for 
reducing  the  burden,  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  Clearance  Officer,  OIRM, 
room  404— W,  Washington,  DC  20250; 
and  to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  Paperwork  Reduction  Project, 
(OMB  No.  0560-0092)  Washington,  DC 
20503. 

7  CFR  Part  1413 

This  final  rule  amends  7  CFR  part 
1413  to  set  forth  the  determination  of 
whether  certain  discretionary  provisions 
of  the  1949  Act  will  be  implemented 
and  the  manner  in  which 
implementation  would  be  made. 

In  response  to  the  proposed  rule 
published  on  September  17, 1992, 32 
timely  letters  were  received.  Four  of 
these  letters  did  not  address  the  issues 
on  which  comments  were  sought.  The 
remaining  28  respondents  included:  12 
producers,  7  State  producer 
organizations.  3  National  producer 
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organizaticHis,  1  State  Department  of 
Agriculture,  1  member  of  Congress.  1 
National  trade  assodaticm.  1  bwk,  1 
producer  cooperative,  and  1  USDA 
Board. 

Comments  and  Decisions 

A.  Crops  Prohibited  on  Flexible  Acreage 

Comments  were  received  from  18 
respondents  concerning  crops 
rohibited  from  being  planted  on 
exible  acreage.  Respondents  included; 
Seven  producers,  six  State  producer 
organizations,  two  National  producer 
organizations,  one  producer 
cocperative,  one  bt^,  and  one  USDA 
Boanl.  Fifteen  respondents 
recommended  no  changes  to  the  list  of 
prohibited  crops.  Two  respondents 
recommended  that  no  restrictions  be 
implemented  on  flexible  acres,  and  one 
respondent  recommended  prohibiting 
all  crops  on  flexible  acres. 

Eight  of  the  15  comments 
recommending  no  changes  to  the  list  of 
crops  prohibited  on  flexible  acres  were 
from  wild  rice  producers.  As  in  1991 
and  1992,  the  decision  was  made  not  to 
allow  the  production  of  wild  rice  on 
flexible  acres  because  of  the  volatility  of 
the  specialty  market  that  currently 
exists  for  wild  rice. 

The  decision  was  made  not  to 
eliminate  all  restrictions  on  crops 
currently  prohibited  on  flexible  acres. 
Not  only  is  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
(Secretary)  prohibited  from  allowing 
fruits  and  vegetables  from  being 
harvested  on  flexible  acres,  the  current 
list  of  prohibited  crops  provides 
producers  with  a  large  degree  of 
flexibility.  The  decision  was  also  made 
not  to  expand  the  list  of  prohibited 
crops  to  maintain  current  flexibility 
opportunities. 

B.  Implementation  of  TOP 

Ten  responses  were  received  on  the 
TOP  provision.  Three  State  producer 
organizations,  two  producers,  one 
National  producer  organization,  and  one 
State  Department  of  Agriculture 
requested  that  the  TOP  be  implemented. 
Two  State  producer  organizations  and 
one  National  producer  organization 
requested  that  the  TOP  not  be 
implemented. 

TOP  will  not  be  implemented  because 
it  was  determined  that  producers 
already  have  substantial  planting 
flexibility  and  because  it  would  not 
currently  be  feasible  to  operate  the  TOP 
as  mandated  by  the  1949  Act,  which 
requires  that  TOP  be  implemented  in  a 
way  that  is  participation,  production, 
and  budget  neutral. 


C.  Designated  Crops  on  ACR 

Seventeen  comments  were  received. 

Five  State  producer  organizations,  four 
producers,  two  National  producer 
organizations,  and  one  Member  of 
Congress  requested  that  the  harvesting 
of  designated  crops  not  be  allowed  on' 
up  to  one-half  of  the  aimounced  acreage 
r^uction.  One  National  producer 
organization,  one  National  trade 
association,  one  State  producer 
organization,  one  USDA  Board,  and  one 
pr^ucer  requested  that  the  harvesting 
of  designated  crops  be  allowed  on  up  to 
one-half  of  the  annoimced  acreage 
reduction. 

The  harvesting  of  designated  crops  on 
up  to  one-half  of  ACR  will  not  be 
permitted  because  it  is  determined  that 
producers  already  have  sufficient 
flexibility  to  plant  designated  crops  on 
flexible  acreage. 

D.  Oats  on  Wheat  and  Feed  Grain  ACR 

A  total  of  eight  comments  were 
received  concerning  the  planting  of  oats 
for  harvest  on  wheat  and  feed  grain 
ACR.  Responses  from  three  State 
producer  organizations,  one  National 
producer  organization,  and  one 
producer  were  opposed  to  the  harvest  of 
oats  on  ACR.  One  National  trade 
association,  one  State  producer 
organization,  and  one  producer  were  in 
favor  of  harvesting  oats  on  ACR. 

The  planting  of  oats  for  harvest  on 
wheat  and  feed  grain  ACR  will  not  be 
permitted  because  it  is  determined  that 
producers  already  have  the  ability  to 
expand  oats  production  under  the 
planting  flexibility  provisions. 

E.  Conserving  Crops  for  Harvest  on  ACR 

Ten  comments  were  received 
concerning  conserving  crops  for  harvest 
on  ACR.  Four  State  producer 
organizations  and  one  producer 
opposed  harvesting  conserving  crops  on 
ACR.  Two  National  producer 
organizations,  one  State  producer 
organization,  one  USDA  Board,  and  one 
pr^ucer  were  in  favor  of  harvesting 
conserving  crops  on  ACR. 

Because  producers  can  plant  all  of  the 
conserving  crops  under  the  flexibility 
provisions  and  a  sufficient  supply  of 
conserving  crops  in  available, 
harvesting  of  conserving  crops  on  ACR 
is  not  allowed. 

F.  Alternative  Crops  on  Conserving  Use 
Acres  for  Payment 

Eight  comments  were  received  related 
to  alternative  crops  on  conserving  use 
acres  for  payment.  Two  National 
producer  organizations,  two  State 
producer  organizations,  and  two 
producers  did  not  support  permitting 
harvesting  of  alternative  crops  on 


conserving  use  acres  for  pa)rment.  One 
USDA  Board  and  one  State  producer 
organization  supported  implementation 
of  this  provision. 

Because  producers  can  plant  all  of  the 
alternative  crops  rmder  the  flexibility 
provisions  and  a  sufficient  supply  of 
alternative  crops  is  available,  h^esting 
of  alternative  crops  on  conserving  use 
acres  for  payment  is  not  allowed. 

G.  Malting  Barley  Exemption 

Three  comments  were  received 
requesting  that  malting  barley  not  be 
exempt  firom  acreage  r^uction 
requirements.  The  respondents  included 
two  State  producer  organizations  and 
one  National  producer  organization. 

One  State  producer  organization  and 
one  producer  request^  that  malting 
barley  be  exempt  from  acreage  reduction 
requirements. 

Malting  barley  will  not  be  exempt 
from  the  acreage  reduction  requirements 
because  malting  barley  supplies  are 
expected  to  be  adequate  and  such 
exemption  would  complicate  the 
program  since  producers  often  plant 
varieties  that  can  be  used  for  either 
malting  or  feed  purposes. 

Program  Determinations 

Accordingly,  the  following  program 
determinations  are  made  with  respect  to 
the  provisions  that  are  applicable  to  the 
crops  of  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland  and 
ELS  cotton,  and  rice: 

A.  The  Types  of  Crops  Which  May  Not 
Be  Planted  on  Flexible  Acres 

Section  504  of  the  1949  Act  states  that 
producers  may  plant  crops  other  than 
the  program  crop  on  up  to  25  percent  of 
any  participating  crop  acreage  base. 

This  acreage  is  luiown  as  “flexible” 
acreage. 

Crops  that  may  be  planted  on  flexible 
acreage  are:  (1)  Any  program  crop;  (2) 
any  oilseed  crop;  (3)  any  other  crop, 
except  any  fruit  or  vegetable  crop 
(including  potatoes,  (fry  edible  beans, 
lentils,  and  peas);  and  (4)  mung  beans. 
The  planting  of  certain  fruits  or 
vegetables  may  be  permitted  if  such 
(7op  is  an  industrial  or  experimental 
o'op,  or  if  no  substantial  domestic 
prciduction  or  market  exists  for  the  (nop. 
The  planting  of  any  crop  on  flexible 
acres  may  also  be  prohibited. 

CCC  will  permit  the  same  crops  to  be 
grown  on  flexible  acreage  in  1993  as 
were  allowed  in  1992. 

B.  Whether  the  TOP  Will  Be 
Implemented 

Sections  107B(e)(3).  105B(e)(3), 
103B(e)(3).  and  10lB(e)(3)  of  the  1949 
Act,  with  respect  to  wheat,  feed  grains, 
upland  cotton,  or  ri(x,  provide  that,  if 
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an  acreage  limitation  program  is  in 
eflect,  the  Secretary  may  offer  producers 
the  option  of  increasing  or  decreasing 
the  acreage  reduction  level,  within 
certain  restrictions,  with  a 
corresponding  decrease  or  increase  in 
the  taiget  price.  The  target  price  may  he 
decreased  or  increased  by  not  less  than 
0.5  percent  nor  more  than  1  percent  for 
each  percentage  point  change  in  the 
acreage  reduction  level.  The  acreage 
limitation  requirement  cannot  be 
increased  by  more  than  15  percentage 
points  or  al^ve  25  percent  total  for 
wheat;  by  more  than  10  percentage 
points  or  above  20  percent  total  for  feed 
grains;  by  more  than  10  percentage 
points  or  above  25  percent  total  for 
cotton;  and  by  more  than  5  percentage 
points  for  rice.  The  decrease  in  the 
acreage  limitation  requirement  for  all 
crops  cannot  be  more  than  one-half  of 
the  announced  acreage  limitation 
percentage. 

The  Secretary  shall,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  ensure  that  the  TOP  does 
not  have  a  significant  effect  on  program 
participation,  total  production  or  budget 
outlays. 

The  TOP  provision  will  not  be 
implemented  for  the  1993  crops. 

C.  Whether  To  Permit  the  Planting  of 
Designated  Crops  on  Up  to  Half  of  the 
Announced  Acreage  Reduction 

Sections  107B(e)(2)(F)(i), 
105B(e){2)(F)(i).  103B(e)(2)(F)(i).  and 
101B(e)(2)(F)(i)  of  the  1949  Act,  with 
respect  to  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland 
cotton,  and  rice,  provide  that  the 
Secretary  may  permit  producers  to  plant 
a  designated  crop  on  not  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  reduced  acreage  on  the  farm. 

The  designated  crops  may  be:  (a)  Any 
oilseed  crop;  (b)  any  industrial  or 
experimental  crop  designated  by  CCC; 
and  (c)  any  other  crop,  except  any  fhiit 
or  vegetable  (including  potatoes  and  dry 
edible  beans),  not  designated  by  the 
Secretary  as  (i)  an  industrial  or 
experimental  crop,  or  (ii)  a  crop  for 
which  no  substantial  domestic 
production  or  market  exists.  In  addition, 
program  crops  may  not  be  planted  on 
the  reduced  acreage  on  the  farm. 

If  producers  on  a  farm  elect  to  plant 
a  designated  crop,  the  amount  of 
(deficiency  payments  that  the  producers 
are  otherwise  eligible  to  receive  shall  be 
reduced,  for  each  acre  that  is  planted  to 
the  designated  crop,  by  an  amount  equal 
to  the  deficiency  payment  that  wouM  be 
made  with  respect  to  a  number  of  acres 
of  the  crop  that  the  Secretary  considers 
appropriate.  Such  reductions  in 
deficiency  payments  must  be  sufficient 
to  ensure  that  this  provision  does  not 
increase  CCC  outlays. 


Planting  of  designated  crops  on  up  to 
one-half  of  the  A(^  will  not  be 
implemented  for  the  1993  crop  year. 

D.  Whether  To  Permit  the  Planting  of 
Oats  on  ACR 

In  any  crop  year  that  it  is  determined 
that  projected  domestic  production  of 
oats  will  not  fulfill  the  projected 
domestic  demand  for  oats,  CCC:  (a)  May 
provide  that  acreage  designated  as  ACR 
under  the  wheat  and  feed  grains 
rograms  may  be  planted  to  oats  for 
arvest  under  sections  107B(e)(8)  and 
105B(e)(8)  of  the  1949  Act;  (b)  may 
make  program  benefits  (including  loans, 
purchases,  and  payments)  available 
under  the  annual  program  for  oats  under 
section  105B  of  the  1949  Act  for  oats 
planted  on  ACR;  and  (c)  shall  not  make 
program  benefits  other  than  the  benefits 
specified  in  (b)  available  to  producers 
with  respect  to  acreage  planted  to  oats 
under  this  provision. 

The  planting  of  oats  on  wheat  and 
feed  grains  ACR  for  harvest  will  not  be 
permitted  for  the  1993  crops. 

E.  Whether  To  Permit  Conserving  Crops 
To  Be  Planted  on  ACR 

Under  sections  107B(e)(4)(B)(iii), 
105B(e)(4)(B)(iii).  103B(e)(4)(B)(iii),  and 
10lB(e](4)(B)(iii)  of  the  1949  Act,  with 
respect  to  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland 
cotton,  and  rice,  producers  may  be 
authorized  to  plant  all  or  any  part  of  the 
ACR  to  castor  beans,  crambe,  sweet 
sorghum,  guar,  sesame,  plantago  ovato, 
triticale,  rye,  mung  beans,  milkweed  or 
other  commodity,  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  production  is 
needed  to  provide  an  adequate  supply 
of  the  commodities,  is  not  likely  to 
increase  the  cost  of  the  price  support 
program  and  will  not  adversely  affect 
farm  income. 

The  planting  of  conserving  cnxips  on 
ACR  will  not  be  implemented  for  the 
1993  crops. 

F.  Alternative  Crops  on  Conserving  Use 
Acres 

Under  sections  107B(c)(l)(F)(i), 
105B(c)(l)(F)(i).  103B(c)(l)(E)(i).  and 
10lB(c)(l)(E)(i)  of  the  1949  Act,  with 
respect  to  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland 
cotton,  and  rice,  producers  may  be 
authorized  to  plant  all  or  any  part  of 
acreage  otherwise  required  to  be 
devoted  to  conserving  uses  as  a 
condition  of  qualifying  for  payment 
under  the  0/92  or  50/92  provisions  to 
sweet  sorghum,  guar,  castor  beans, 
plantago  ovato,  triticale.  rye,  millet, 
mung  beans,  commodities  for  which  no 
substantial  domestic  produdion  or 
market  exists  but  that  could  yield 
industrial  raw  material  being  imported, 
or  likely  to  be  imported,  or  commodities 


groMm  for  experimental  purposes 
(including  kenaf  and  milkweed).  The 
Secretary  may  permit  these  crops  to  be 
planted  on  conserving  use  acres  only  if 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
production  is  not  likely  to  increase  the 
cost  of  the  price  support  program,  is 
needed  to  provide  an  adequate  supply 
of  the  commodities,  or  is  needed  to 
encoiuege  domestic  manufacture  of 
industrid  raw  materials  derived  firom 
these  (Tops. 

The  planting  of  alternative  crops  on 
conserving  use  acreage  for  payment  will 
not  be  implemented  ror  the  1993  crops. 

G.  Malting  Barley  Exemption  From 
Acreage  Reduction  Requirements 
Under  section  105B(p)  of  the  1949  Act 
with  respect  to  feed  grains,  the  Secretary 
mav  exempt  producers  of  malting 
barley,  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
feed  grain  loans,  purchases  and 
payments,  from  complying  with  the 
acreage  reduction  reouirements. 

Malting  barley  will  not  be  exempted 
£rom  the  feed  grain  acreage  reduction 
recpiirements  for  the  1993  crop. 

List  of  Subjects  in  7  CFR  Part  1413 

Cotton.  Feed  grains.  Price  support 
programs,  Rice,  Wheat. 

Accxirdingly,  7  CFR  part  1413  is 
amended  as  follows: 

PART  1418-FEED  GRAIN,  RICE, 
UPLAND  AND  EXTRA  LONG  STAPLE 
COTTON,  WHEAT  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  7  CFR 
part  1413  (xmtinues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  7  U.S.C  1308, 1308a,  1309, 
1441-2, 1444-2, 1444f,  1445b-3a,  1461- 
1469;  15  U.S.C.  714b  and  714c. 

2.  In  §  1413.11,  paragraph  (b)(4)(iii)  is 
added  to  read  as  follows: 

f  1413.11  Planting  flexibility. 

*  *  ft  *  • 

(b)*  *  * 

(4).  .  . 

(iii)  For  1993,  any  other  crop  with  the 
exception  of  those  crops  listeii  in 
-  paragraphs  (b)(4)(i)  and  (b)(4)(ii)  of  this 
section. 

ft  ft  ft  ft  ft 

3.  In  §  1413.54,  paragraphs  (b),  (c)(1). 
and  (e)  are  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

S 141 3.54  Acreage  reduction  program 
provisions. 

ft  ft  ft  ft  ft 

(b)  Targeted  option  payments  shall 
not  be  available  with  respect  to  the 
1991, 1992,  and  1993  crops  of  wheat, 
feed  grains,  upland  cotton,  and  rice. 

(c) !!)  Acreage  designated  as  ACR 
under  the  1991, 1992,  and  1993  wheat, 
feed  grain,  upland  cotton,  and  rice 
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programs  may  not  be  devxitad  to 
oilseeds,  industrial  or  experimental 
crops,  to  other  program  crops,  to 
designated  crops,  or  any  other  crop  and 
must  be  devot^  to  approved  uses  as 
otherwise  provided  in  this  part. 

•  *  «  •  • 

(e)  With  req>ect  to  the  1991, 1992, 
and  1993  crop  years,  in  order  to  receive 
feed  grain  loans,  purchases  and 
payments  in  accordance  with  this  pent 
and  pert  1421  of  this  title,  producers  of 
malting  barley  must  comply  with  the 
acreage  reduction  reqiiirements  of  this 
part 

•  •  *  *  • 

Signed  February  26, 1993,  at  Washington, 
DC. 

Bruce  R.  Weber, 

Acting  Executive  Vice  Pnsident,  Commodity 
Credit  Corpomtioa. 

(FR  Doa  93-4915  Filed  3-1-93;  10K)2  am] 
Btuara  CODE  S«10-06-M 


7  CFR  Parts  1413  and  1427 
RiN:  0560-AC64 

1993  Extra  Long  Staple  Cotton 
Program 

AGENCY:  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
USDA. 

ACnON:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  On  October  28, 1992.  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (OOC) 
issued  a  proposed  rule  with  respect  to 
the  1993  Prc^uction  Adjustment 
Program  for  Extra  Long  Staple  (ELS) 
cotton,  which  is  conducted  by  the  COC 
in  accordance  with  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  (1949  Act),  as  amended.  The 
1993  ELS  cotton  Acreage  Reduction 
Program  (ARP)  percentage  has  been 
determined  to  be  20  percent.  This  final, 
rule  amends  the  regulations  to  set  forth 
the  ARP,  the  established  (target)  price, 
the  price  support  rate,  and  the  advance 
deficiency  payment  percentage  for  the 
1993  crop  of  ELS  cotton.  No  paid  land 
diversion  (PLD)  program  will  be 
implemented  fm  the  1993  crop  of  ELS 
cotton. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  March  4, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  StFORMATlON  CONTACT: 

Kathryn  A.  Broussard,  Fibers  and  Rice 
Analysis  Division,  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service, 
United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture,  room  37S4-S,  PO  Box  2415, 
Washington,  DC  20013-2415  or  call 
202-720-9222. 


SUPPLBIENTARV  MPORMATION: 

Executive  Order  12291  and 
Departmental  Regulation  1512-1 

This  rule  has  been  reviewed  under 
USDA  procedures  established  in 
accordance  with  Executive  Order  12291 
and  provisions  of  Departmental 
Regulation  1512-1  and  has  been 
classified  as  “not  major.”  R  has  been 
determined  that  an  annual  effect  on  the 
economy  of  $100  million  or  more  will 
not  result  from  implementation  of  the 
provisions  of  this  nnal  rule. 

Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 

It  has  been  detennined  that  the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act  is  not 
applicable  to  this  final  rule  since  the 
doc  is  not  required  by  5  U.S.C  553  or 
any  other  provision  of  law  to  publidi  a 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  with 
respect  to  the  subject  matter  of  these 
determinations. 

Enviroumental  Evaluation 

It  has  been  determined  by  an 
environmental  evaluation  ^at'this 
action  will  not  have  a  significant  impact 
on  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment.  Therefore,  neither  an 
Environmental  Assessment  nor  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is 
needed. 

Federal  Assistance  Program 

The  title  and  number  of  the  Federal 
Assistance  Program,  as  found  in  the 
catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance, 
to  which  this  rule  applies  are; 
CommodiW  Loans  and  Purchases^ 
10.051  and  Cotton  Production 
Stabilization — 10.052. 

Executive  Order  12778 

This  final  rule  has  been  reviewed  in 
accordance  with  Executive  Order  12778. 
The  provisions  of  the  final  rule  do  not 
preempt  State  laws,  are  not  retroactive, 
and  do  not  involve  administrative 
appeals. 

Executive  Order  12372 

This  program/activity  is  not  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  Executive  Order 
12372,  which  requires 
intergovernmental  consultation  with 
State  and  local  officials.  See  notice 
related  to  7  CFR  part  3015,  subpart  V. 
published  at  48 29115  Qune  24. 
1983). 

Information  Collection  Requirements 

The  amendments  to  7  CFR  parts  1413 
and  1427  set  forth  in  this  proposed  rule 
do  not  contain  infbrmaticm  collections 
that  require  clearance  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  under  the 
provisions  of  44  U.S.C.  chapter  35. 


Final  Regulatory  Impact  Analysis 

The  Final  Regulatory  Impact  Analysis 
describing  the  optioru  conkdered  in 
developing  this  final  rule  and  the 
impact  of  the  implementation  of  the 
selected  option  is  available  on  request 
from  the  above-named  individual 

Background 

This  final  rule  amends  7  CFR  part  . 
1413  to  set  forth  determinations  on  the 
1993  Production  Adjustment  Program 
and  the  PLD  Program  and  7  CFR  part 
1427  to  s^  forth  the  determinations  on 
the  1993  price  support  level  General 
descriptions  of  the  statutory  basis  for 
the  1993  ELS  ARP  percentage 
determination  in  this  final  rule  were  set 
forth  at  57  FR  48748  (October  28, 1992). 

A  total  of  five  comments  were 
received  during  the  comment  period 
Three  respondents  favored  a  15-percent 
ARP  level,  citing  the  belief  that  ffigher 
ARP’s  may  result  in  some  producers 
forgoing  the  program  to  benefit  from 
reducing  costs  across  higher  planted 
acreages.  One  respondent  requested  no 
change  in  the  ARP  level  from  the  1992 
level  of  5  percent  One  comment 
recommended  a  20-percent  ARP  level 
citing  potential  for  a  stronger  market 
price  with  a  higher  ARP  level. 

After  considering  these  comments,  the 
Secretary  of  Agricuhure  (Secretary) 
announced  a  20-percent  ARP  level  on 
December  1. 1992.  The  Secretary 
determined  that  a  20-percent  Ai^ 
would  maintain  U.S.  competitiveness  in 
world  markets  while  balancing  the  risks 
of  excessive  supplies  and  possible 
shortages.  A  20-percent  A^  reflects  the 
current  supply  situation  while  signaling 
to  domestic  and  foreign  customers  that 
the  U.S.  will  be  a  reliable  supplier. 

Acreage  Reduction 

In  accordance  with  section 
103(h)(5)(A)  of  the  1949  Act,  an  ARP 
has  been  established  for  the  1993  crop 
of  ELS  cotton  at  20  percent. 
Accordingly,  producers  will  be  required 
to  reduce  their  1993  acreage  of  ELS 
cotton  for  harvest  ifrom  the  crop  acreage 
base  established  for  ELS  cotton  by  at 
least  this  established  percentage  in 
order  to  be  eligible  for  price  support 
loans,  purchase,  and  payments. 

Paid  Land  Diversion 

In  accordance  with  section 
103(h)(5)(B)  of  the  1949  Act.  a  PLD 
Program  will  not  be  implemented  for 
the  1993  crop  of  ELS  cotton. 

Price  Support  Rate 

In  accordance  with  section  103(hK2) 
of  the  1949  Act,  the  price  support  rate 
has  been  established  with  resp>ect  to  the 
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1993  crop  of  ELS  cotton  at  88.12  cents 
per  pound. 

Established  (Target)  Price 
In  accordance  with  section 
103(h)(3)(B)  of  the  1949  Act.  the 
established  (target)  price  has  been 
established  with  respect  to  the  1993 
crop  of  ELS  cotton  at  105.70  cents  per 
pound. 

Advance  Deficiency  Payment 
Percentage 

In  accordance  with  section 
103(h)(3)(C)  of  the  1949  Act.  the 
advance  deficiency  payment  percentage 
has  been  established  with  respect  to  the 
1993  crop  of  ELS  cotton  at  50  percent. 

List  of  Subjeiis 
7  CFR  Part  1413 

Acreage  allotments,  Cotton,  Disaster 
assistance,  Feed  grains.  Price  support 
programs,  Reporting  and  recordkeeping 
requirements.  Rice,  Soil  conservation. 
Wheat. 

7  CFR  Part  1427 

Cotton,  Loan  programs/agricultiue. 
Packaging  and  containers,  ^ice  support 
programs.  Reporting  and  recordkeeping 
requirements.  Surety  bonds. 

Warehouses. 

Accordingly,  7  CFR  parts  1413  and 
1427  are  amended  as  follows: 

PART  1413— FEED  GRAIN,  RICE, 
UPLAND  AND  EXTRA  LONG  STAPLE 
COTTON,  WHEAT  AND  RELATED 
PROGRAMS 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  7  CFR 
part  1413  continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  7  U.S.C  1308, 1308a.  1309, 
1441-2, 1444-2, 1444f.  1445b-3a,  1461- 
1469;  15  U.S.C  714b  and  714c. 

2.  Section  1413.54  is  amended  by: 

A.  Revising  paragraph  (a)(5)(ii), 

B.  Adding  paragrapn  (a)(5)(iii), 

C  Revising  paragraph  (d)(3)(ii).  and 
D.  Adding  paragrapn  (d)(3)(ii)  to  read 
as  follows: 

§  141 3.54  Acrage  reduction  program 
provisiona. 

(a)  *  •  * 

(5)  *  *  * 

(ii)  1992  ELS  cotton,  5  percent;  and 

(iii)  1993  ELS  cotton,  20  percent. 

*  *  *  *  « 

(d)  *  *  * 

(3)  *  *  * 

(ii)  Shall  not  be  made  available  to 
producers  of  feed  grains,  and 

(iii)  Shall  not  be  made  available  to 
producers  of  ELS  cotton. 

***** 

3.  Section  1413.104  is  amended  by 
revising  paragraphs  (a)(8)  and  (b)  to  read 
as  follows: 


f  1413.104  Establiahed  (target)  prices. 

(a)  *  *  * 

(8)(i)  1991  ELS  cotton— S0.996/lb; 

(ii)  1992  EI.,S  cotton — $1 .058/lb;  and 

(iii)  1993  ELS  cotton— $1.057/lb. 

(b)  ELS  cotton  target  price  for  the 
1994  and  1995  crops  will  be  established 
as  120  percent  of  the  loan  rate  for  ELS 
cotton. 

4.  Section  1413.109  is  amended  by 
revising  paragraph  (d)  to  read  as 
follows: 

1 1413.109  Timing  and  calculation  of 
deficiency  payments. 

*  *  *  *  * 

(d)(1)  For  the  1991, 1994,  and  1995 
crops  of  wheat,  feed  grains,  upland 
cotton,  and  rice,  if  an  acreage  limitation 
program  is  in  effect,  CCXD  shall  make 
available  40  percent  of  the  projected 
final  deficiency  payments,  made  in 
accordance  with  §  1413.108,  as  an 
advance  payment  to  producers  in  the 
manner  determined  and  announced  by 
CCC.  For  the  1992  and  1993  crops  of 
wheat,  feed  grains,  upland  cotton,  and 
rice,  if  an  acreage  limitation  program  is 
in  efiect,  CCX]  ^all  make  available  50 
percent  of  the  projected  final  deficiency 
payments  made  in  accordance  with 
§  1413.108,  as  an  advance  payment  to 
producers  in  the  manner  determined 
and  annoimced  by  CCC 
(2)  For  the  1991  and  1992  crop  of  ELS 
cotton,  no  advance  deficiency  payments 
shall  be  made  available.  For  the  1993 
crop  of  ELS  cotton.  CCC  shall  make 
available  50  percent  of  the  projected 
final  deficiency  payments  made  in 
accordance  with  §  1413.108,  as  an 
advance  payment  to  producers  in  the 
manner  determined  and  announced  by 
CCC. 

PART  1427— COTTON 

5.  The  authority  citation  for  7  CFR 
part  1427  continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  7  U.S.C  1421, 1423, 1425, 1444, 
and  1444-2;  15  U.S.C  714b  and  714c. 

6.  Section  1427.8  is  amended  by: 

A.  Revising  paragraph  (a)(2)(ii),  and 

B.  Adding  paragraph  (a)(2)(iii)  to  read 
as  follows: 

S  1427.8  Amount  of  loan. 

(a)  *  *  * 

'  (2)  *  *  * 

(ii)  1992  ELS  cotton.  88.15  cents  per 
pound; and 

(iii)  1993  ELS  cotton,  88.12  cents  per 
pound. 

***** 


Signed  at  Washington,  DC  on  February  26, 
1993. 

Bruce  R.  Weber, 

Acting  Executive  Vice  President,  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4917  Filed  3-1-93;  10:16  a.m.l 
BIUMO  CODE  MIO-OS-M 


FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 
12  CFR  Part  601 

RiN3052-AB38 

Employee  Reeponsibiittiee  and 
Conduct;  Effective  Date 

AGENCY:  Farm  Credit  Administration. 
ACTION:  Notice  of  effective  date. 


SUMMARY:  The  Farm  Credit 
Administration  (FCA)  published  a  final 
regulation  under  part  Ml  on  January  25, 
1993  (58  FR  5919).  The  final  regulation 
amends  12  CFR  p^  601  that  has  been 
or  will  be  superseded  by  Office  of 
Personnel  Management  and  Office  of 
Government  Ethics  (OGE)  regulations  on 
"Financial  Disclosure,  Qualified  Trusts, 
and  Certificates  of  Divestiture  for 
Executive  Branch  Employees"  and  (X^E 
"Standards  of  Ethical  (Conduct  for 
Employees  of  the  Executive  Branch"  to 
facilitate  the  issuance  of  uniform 
standards  of  ethical  conduct  for 
employees  of  the  executive  branch.  In 
accordance  with  12  U.S.C  2252,  the 
efiective  date  of  the  final  rule  is  30  days 
from  the  date  of  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  during  which  either  or 
both  Houses  of  Congress  are  in  session. 
Based  on  the  records  of  the  sessions  of 
Congress,  the  efiective  date  of  the 
regulations  is  March  3, 1993. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  regulation 
amending  12  CFR  part  601,  published 
on  January  25, 1993  (58  FR  5919)  is 
efiective  Marc^  3, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Eric  Howard,  Policy  Analyst,  Regulation 
Development  Division,  Office  of 
Examination.  Farm  Credit 
Administration,  McLean.  Virginia 
22102-5090,  (703)  883-4498, 

or 

Wendy  R.  Laguarda,  Senior  Attorney 
and  Deputy  Ethics  Official. 
Administrative  Law  and  Enforcement 
Division,  Office  of  General  Counsel, 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  McLean, 
Virginia  22102-5090,  (703)  883-4020, 
TDD  (703)  883-4444. 

(12  U.S.C  2252(a)(9)  and  (10)) 
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Dated:  Febiuaiy  26, 1993. 

Corlia  M.  Andenon, 

Secretary,  Farm  Credit  Adminuttatkm  Board. 
IFR  Doc  93-4904  niad  3-3-93;  8:4SaiD] 
BKJJNQ  CODE  a70S-«1-e 


SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRATION 
13  CFR  part  121 

Small  Business  Size  Standards; 
Business  Loan  Program;  Altarnativa 
Size  Standard 

AGENCY:  Small  Business  Administration. 
ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  On  December  21, 1992,  the 
Small  Business  Administration  (SBA) 
adopted,  on  an  interim  final  basis,  an 
alternate  size  standard  criterion  for  its 
General  Business  Loan  (7(a))  program, 
which  would  allow  a  concern  to  qualify 
as  small  if  it  satisfied  certain  net  worth 
and  net  income  tests  whidi  are 
presently  used  for  SBA’s  Certified 
Development  Company  (504)  program 
and  Snull  Business  Investment 
Company  (SBIC)  program.  This  alternate 
standard  consists  of  two  measures,  $6 
million  in  net  worth  and  $2  million  in 
net  income  (after  Federal  income  taxes). 
Both  of  these  measures  must  be  met  for 
a  firm  to  qualify  as  small  iinder  the 
alternate  size  critmion.  However,  a  firm 
may  still  continue  to  qualify  as  a  small 
business  pursuant  to  the  size  standard 
applicable  to  its  primary  industry,  even 
if  it  does  not  meet  this  alternate 
standard.  SBA  has  decided  to  fiirther 
review  the  desirability  of  the  alternate  * 
standard.  This  final  rule  retracts  the 
alternate  standard  and  reinstitutes  the 
size  standards  specific  to  an  industry  in 
which  a  firm  operates  for  the  General 
Business  Loan  program,  which  were  in 
effect  immediately  prior  to  December 
31. 1992,  as  the  sole  criteria  for 
eligibility. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  Mardl  4, 1993. 
ADDRESSES:  Send  conunents  to  Robert  N. 
Ray,  Acting  Director,  Size  Standards 
St^  409  Third  StreM  SW.,  suite  8150, 
Washington,  DC  20416. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

A)oy  K.  Sinha,  Size  Standards  Staff  at 
(202)  205-6618. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Under  the 
interim  final  rule  published  on 
December  31, 1992  (57  FR  62477),  a 
two-part  alternate  size  standard  test  was 
applied  for  purposes  of  SBA’s  General 
business  Low  (7(a))  program.  As  sudi, 
a  concern  applying  for  a  7(a)  loan  may 
elect  to  meet  either  the  alternate 
standard  of  $6  million  in  net  worth  and 
$2  million  in  net  income  (after  Federal 


taxes),  or  the  single  employee  or 
receipts  based  standard  that  is  specified 
for  its  industry. 

SBA  promulgated  the  alternate  net 
worth/net  income  standard  rule  on  an 
interim  final  basis,  without  opportunity 
for  prior  public  comment,  pursuant  to 
authcmty  contained  in  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act,  5  U.S.C 
553(b)(B).  SBA  sought  public  comment 
on  the  rule  as  it  recognized  that  the 
public  may  desire  input  into  the 
Agency’s  final  decision  on  its 
application  of  the  alternate  standard  to 
a  particular  Agency  program. 

SBA  has  decided  to  withdraw  the 
interim  final  rule  and  return  the 
relevant  size  standard  (at  its  General 
Business  Loan  program  to  its  former 
status  before  publication  of  the  interim 
final  rule  of  December  31, 1992.  This  is 
being  done  in  order  to  afford  the  Agency 
a  fuller  opportunity  to  review  the 
implications  of  the  alternative  rule  on 
its  business  loan  program,  including  a 
review  of  public  comments  received  on 
the  interim  final  rule.  It  is  expected  that 
once  this  period  of  review  is  complete, 
the  matter  will  be  treated  by  appropriate 
regulatory  action. 

Compliance  With  Regulatory  Flexibility 
Act,  Executive  Orders  12291, 12612, 
and  12778,  and  the  Paperwork 
Reduction  Act 

General 

SBA  considers  that  this  final  rule  will 
have  a  significant  economic  impact  on 
a  substantial  number  of  small  entities 
for  purposes  of  the  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Act  (5  U.S.C  601,  et  seq.).  In 
addition,  the  rule  constitutes  a  major 
rule  for  the  purpose  of  Executive  Oder 
12291.  Immediately  below,  SBA  has  set 
forth  a  summary  regulatory  impact 
analysis  and  an  initial  regulatory 
eligibility  analysis  of  this  proposal. 

(1)  Description  of  Entities  to  Which  the 
Rule  Applies 

For  purposes  of  financial  assistance, 
SBA  estimates  that  about  47,000  firms 
currently  defined  as  small  business  for 
the  504  and  SBIC  programs  will  not  be 
eligible  to  seek  financial  assistance 
ofiered  by  the  SBA’s  General  Business 
Loan  program.  The  vast  majority  of  the 
firms  losing  eligibility  for  the  7(a) 
program  b^use  of  t^  rule  operate  in 
the  retail  trade  and  services  industries; 
almost  no  firms  in  manufacturing  or 
mining  will  lose  eligihility  for  the  7(a) 
program  because  of  this  rule. 

(2)  Description  of  Potential  Benefits  of 
the  Rule 

Under  this  rule,  some  firms  which  are 
eligible  for  other  SBA  financial 


assistance  will  not  be  eligible  for  the 
General  Business  Loan  program.  'This 
may  result  in  an  elimination  of 
duplication  of  SBA  program  assistance. 

(3)  Description  of  Potential  Costs  of  the 
Rule 

'This  rule  should  not  result  in  any 
extra  costs  with  respect  to  SBA’s  loan 
programs.  The  competitive  effects  of 
size  standards  revisions  differ  from 
those  normally  associated  with 
regulations  affecting  key  economic 
factors  sudi  as  the  price  of  goods  and 
services,  costs,  profits,  groi^, 
innovation,  mergers  and  foreim  trade. 

The  change  in  size  standaros  is  not 
anticipated  to  have  any  appreciable 
effect  on  any  of  these  factors. 

(4)  Description  of  the  Potential  Net 
Benefits  From  the  Rule 

From  the  above  discussion.  SBA 
believes  that,  because  the  potential  costs 
of  this  rule  are  minimal,  the  potential 
net  benefits  would  approach  fairly 
closely  the  potential  Iwnefits  described 
above.  The  impact  of  the  standard  will 
appear  exclusively  in  the  Federal 
business  lending  area  in  which  it  is 
targeted. 

(5)  Description  of  Reasons  Why  This 
Action  Is  Being  Taken  and  Objectives  of 
Rule 

This  revision  is  being  undertaken  in 
order  to  afford  SBA  more  time  to  study 
the  implications  of  any  change  of  size 
standards  on  its  General  Business  Loan 
program. 

(6)  Legal  Basis  for  Rule 

The  legal  basis  for  the  rule  is  sections 
3(a)  and  5(b)  of  the  Small  Business  Act, 
15  U.S.C.  632(a).  634(b)(6).  637(a)  and 
644(c). 

(7)  Federal  Rules 

There  are  no  Federal  rules  which 
duplicate,  overlap  or  conflict  with  this 
rule. 

(8)  Significant  Alternatives  to  This  Rule 

Significant  alternatives  such  as  that 
made  effective  by  the  December  31, 

1992  interim  final  rule  are  under 
consideration. 

SBA  certifies  that  this  rule  will  not 
have  federalism  implications  warranting 
the  preparation  of  a  Federalism 
Assessment  in  accordance  with 
Executive  Order  12612.  SBA  further 
certifies  that  this  rule  will  not  add  any 
new  reporting  or  recordkeeping 
requirements  imder  the  Paperwork 
Reduction  Act  of  1980, 44  U.S.C. 
chapter  35.  For  purposes  of  Executive 
Order  12778,  SBA  certifies  that  this  rule 
is  drafted,  to  the  extent  practicable,  in 
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accordance  with  the  standards  set  forth 
in  section  2  of  that  order. 

List  of  Subjects  in  13  CFR  Part  121 

Government  procurement, 

Government  property,  Grant  programs — 
business,  Loeui  progituns — biisiness, 
Small  business. 

Accordingly,  part  121  of  13  CFR  is 
amended  as  f^iows: 

PART  121— {AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  Part  121 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  15  U.S.C.  632(a),  634(b)(6), 
637(a)  and  644(c). 

§121.802  [Amended] 

2.  Section  121.802(a)(l]  is  amended 
by  adding  the  words  “Business  Loan," 
before  the  words  "Disaster  Loan." 

3.  Section  121.802(aK2)  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows: 

§121.802  Establishment  of  the  size 
standard. 

(a)  *  *•  ♦ 

(2)  For  financial  assistance  and/or 
management/technical  assistance  under 
the  Small  Business  Investment 
Company,  and  Development  Company 
Programs,  an  applicant  concern  must 
meet  one  of  the  following  standards: 

fi)  Together  with  its  aviates,  it  does 
not  have  net  worth  in  excess  of  36 
million,  and  does  not  have  average  net 
income  after  Federal  income  taxes 
(excluding  any  carry-over  losses)  for  the 
preceding  two  years  in  excess  of  $2 
million:  or  ^ 

(ii)  Together  with  its  affiliates,  it 
meets  die  size  standard  for  the  industry 
in  which  it  is  primarily  eng£^ed  and 
excluding  its  affiliates,  meets  the  size 
standard  for  the  industry  in  which  it  is 
primarily  engaged.  These  size  standards 
are  set  forth  in  §  121.801. 
***** 

Dated:  February  9. 1993. 

Dayton  ).  WaAkhw, 

Acting  Administrator. 

iPR  Doc.  93-4886  Filed  3-3-^;  6r45  am] 

BILUNC  CODE 


CONSUMER  PRODUCT  SAFETY 
COMMISSION 

16  CFR  Part  1030 

Employee  Stmdards  of  Conduct; 
Partial  Revocation  of  Supereeded 
Regulation 

AGENCY:  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission. 

ACTION:  Final  rule. 


SUMMARY:  The  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission  is  revoking  parts  of  its 
Employee  Standards  of  Qsnduct,  16  GPR 
part  1030,  which  have  been  superseded 
by  regulations  issued  by  the  Office  of 
Government  Ethics. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  The  revocation  of 
subpart  F.  §§  1030.601  through 
1030.611,  is  effective  October  5, 1902. 

All  other  revocations  are  effective 
Fdiruary  3, 1993. 

ADDRESSES:  Comments  should  be 
mailed  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission, 
Washington.  DC  20207-0(M)1.  or 
deliver^  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission, 
room  420, 5401  Wesfoard  Avenue, 
Bethesda,  Maryland,  telephone  (301) 
504-0800. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Richard  W.  Allen,  Alternate  Agency 
Ethics  Official,  Office  of  the  General 
Cfounsel,  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission,  Washington.  DC  20207- 
0001,  telephone  (301)  504-0980. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The  Office 
of  Government  Ethics  (OGE)  has  issued 
5  CFR  part  2634.  Financial  Disclosure. 
Qualified  Trusts,  and  Certificates  of 
Divestiture  for  Executive  Brandi 
Employees  (57  FR  11800,  April  7, 1992). 
Effective  October  5, 1992,  these 
regulations  superseded  the  current 
executive  branch  reporting  regulation  at 
5  <3^  part  735,  subpart  D  and 
§  735.106,  and  agencies’  implementing 
reguirtions,  including  subpart  F  of  the 
Commission’s  regulations. 

Under  the  autirarity  of  Executive 
Order  12674  (April  12, 1989)  as 
modified  by  Exeaitive  Order  12731, 
(October  17, 1990),  OGE  has  issued  5 
CFR  part  2635,  Standards  of  Ethical 
Conduct  for  Employees  of  ffie  Executive 
Brandi  (57  FR  35006,  August  7, 1992). 
These  standards  of  conduct,  when  they 
became  effective  on  February  3, 1993, 
superseded  comparable  agency 
regulations  and  authorize  agendas  to 
issue  jointly  with  OGE  "suppiemental 
agency  regulations  which  the  ^ency 
determines  are  necessary  and 
appropriate,  in  view  of  its  programs  and 
operations,  to  folfill  the  purposes’’  of 
part  2635.  Part  2635  does  not  supersede 
other  agency  ethics  regulations  which 
an  agency  has  independent  authority  to 
issue. 

However,  as  permitted  by  §2635.803 
of  the  OGE  Standards  of  Omduct,  the 
Commission  is  retaining  its  requirement 
for  employees  obtaining  prior  approval 
before  engaging  in  outside  employment 
or  activities.  This  approval  requirement 
will  continue  until  February  3. 1994,  or 
until  issuance  of  a  supplemental 
regulation,  whichever  occurs  first. 


Accordin^y,  the  Commission  is 
revoking  all  of  16  CFR  part  1030  except 
§§  1030.402, 1030.404, 1030.405, 
1030.406,  and  1030.408,  the  sections 
providing  for  preapproval  of  outside 
activities,  and  subpart  M,  dealing  with 
disclosure  of  information  about 
individuals. 

In  addition,  the  appendices  to  part 
1030,  die  texts  of  which  have  never 
been  published  as  part  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  are  also  being 
revT^ced  as  superfluous. 

Since  this  rule  relates  solely  to 
internal  agency  management  and 
procedures,  it  is  not  subject  to  the 
advance  notice  and  other  public 
procedures  otherwise  required  by  5 
U.S.C  553. 

List  of  Subjects  in  16  CFR  Part  1030 

Conflict  of  interests.  Government 
employees.  Privacy. 

For  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  16 
CFR  part  1030  is  amended  as  follows: 

PART  103(>-{AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  part  1030 
is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  5  U.SC  app.  (Ethics  in 
Government  Actk  E.0. 12674. 54  FR  151S9, 

3  CFR,  1969  Comp.,  p.  215,  as  modified  by 
E.0. 12731,  55  FR  42547,  3  CFR,  1990  Comp., 
p.  306;  5  CFR  part  2635. 

2.  All  of  subparts  A  through  C  are 
removed. 

3.  In  subpart  D  §§  1030.401, 1030.403, 
1030.407, 1030.409,  and  1030.410  are 
removed. 

4.  Subparts  E  though  L  are  removed. 

5.  Ap^ndices  A  tlwugh  F  are 
removed. 

Sadye  B.  Dunn, 

Secretary,  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4784  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BILUNO  CODE  S33fr«1-f 


LEGAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 
45  CFR  Part  1611 

Eligibility:  Incoroa  Level  for  Indlviduele 
EUgibie  for  Assistance 

AGENCY:  Legal  Services  Corporation. 
ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  The  Legal  Services 
Corporation  (“Corporation’’)  is  required 
by  law  to  establish  maximum  inctnue 
levels  for  individuals  eligible  for  legal 
assistance.  This  document  updates  the 
specdfled  income  levels  to  reflect  the 
annual  amendments  to  the  official 
Federal  Poverty  Income  Guidelines  as 
issued  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services. 
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EFFECTIVE  DATE:  March  4, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Victor  M.  Fortxmo,  General  Counsel, 
Legal  Services  Corporation.  750  First 
Street  NE.,  Washington,  DC  20002- 
4250;  202-336-8810. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  MFORMATION:  Section 
1007(a)(2)  of  the  Legal  Services 
Corporation  Act  (“Act”),  42  U.S.C. 
2996f(a)(2),  requires  the  Corporation  to 
establi^  maximum  income  levels  for 
individuals  eligible  for  legal  assistance, 
and  the  Act  provides  that  other 
specified  factors  shall  be  taken  into 
account  along  with  income.  Section 


1611.3(b)  of  the  Corporation’s 
regulations  establishes  a  maximum 
income  level  equivalent  to  one  himdred 
and  twenty-five  percent  (125%)  of  the 
official  Federal  Poverty  Income 
Guidelines  as  set  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget. 

Responsibility  for  revision  of  the 
official  Federal  Poverty  Income 
Guidelines  was  shifted  in  1982  from  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  to  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services.  The  revised  figures  for  1993 
that  are  equivalent  to  125%  of  the 
current  official  Poverty  Income 


Guidelines  as  set  out  at  58  FR  8287  (Feb. 
12, 1993)  are  set  forth  below. 

List  ot  Subjects  in  45  CFR  Part  1611 
Legal  services. 

PART  1611— EUGIBILITY 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  part  1611 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  Secs.  1006(b)(1).  1007(a)(1) 
Legal  Services  Corporation  Act  of  1974, 42 
U.S.C  2996e(b)(l).  2996f(a)(l).  2996fla)(2). 

2.  Appendix  A  of  part  1611  is  revised 
to  read  as  follows: 


Appendix  A  of  Part  1611— Legal  Services  Corporation  1993  Poverty  Guideunes* 


Size  of  lamHy  unit 

AH  States 
but  Alaska 
and  HawaH' 

Alaska* 

Hawaii* 

$8,713 

11,788 

14,863 

17,938 

21,013 

24,088 

27,163 

30,238 

$10,876 

14,725 

18,575 

22,425 

26,275 

30,125 

33,975 

37325 

$10,050 

13,575 

17,100 

20,625 

24,150 

27,675 

31300 

34,725 

£ 

n 

ft 

1 . . . . . . . . 

*TtM  flguras  In  iNs  table  represent  12S%  ol  ttw  poverty  incorne  level  by  family  size  as  determined  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services. 
'  For  family  units  witn  more  Stan  eight  members,  add  $3,075  for  each  additiortal  member  in  a  family. 

*For  farrtily  unils  «Mth  more  than  eight  members,  add  $3,850  for  each  additiortal  ntember  In  a  famUy. 

*For  family  unss  twiih  more  than  eight  members,  add  $3,525  lor  each  additiortal  rrtember  m  a  farrtily. 


Dated:  February  26, 1993. 

Victor  M.  Fortuno, 

General  Counsel. 

IFR  Doc  93-4925  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BMJJNQ  COME  70S0-01-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 

50  CFR  Part  674 

[Docket  No.  40679-4079] 

High  Seas  Salmon  nshery  Off  Alaska 

CFF  Correction 

In  title  50  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  part  600  to  end,  revised  as 
of  October  1. 1992,  on  page  436,  §  674.5 
should  be  removed  in  its  entirety. 

BIUJNO  COOC  1S0S-01-O 


50  CFR  Part  675 
[Docket  No.  921185-3021] 

Groundfish  of  the  Bering  Sea  and 
Aleutian  Islands  Area  (BSAI) 

AGENCY:  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  (NMFS),  NOAA,  Commerce. 


ACTION:  Change  in  recordkeeping  and 
reporting  requirements. 

SUMMARY:  NMFS  is  requiring  all 
processors  that  catch  or  receive  pollock 
under  any  Western  Alaska  Community 
Development  Quota  (CDQ)  Program  to 
submit  Daily  Production  Reports.  This 
action  is  necessary  to  prevent  exceeding 
each  allocated  CCIQ.  It  is  intended  to 
accomplish  the  goals  and  objectives  of 
the  Fishery  Management  Plan  for  the 
Groundfish  Fishery  of  the  BSAI  (FMP). 
EFFECTIVE  DATES:  Efiective  12  noon. 
Alaska  local  time  (A.l.t.),  February  26, 
1993,  through  12  midnight,  A.l.t., 
December  31, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Martin  Loefflad,  Resource  Management 
Specialist.  Fisheries  Management 
Division,  NMFS,  907-586-7228. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
groundfish  fishery  in  the  BSAI  exclusive 
economic  zone  is  managed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  according  to  the 
FMP  prepared  by  the  North  Pacific 
Fishery  Management  Council  under 
authority  of  the  Magnuson  Fishery 
Conservation  and  Management  Act. 
Fishing  by  U.S.  vessels  is  governed  by 
regulations  implementing  the  FMP  at  50 
CFR  parts  620  and  675. 

The  CDQ  Program  was  created  to  help 
develop  commercial  fisheries  in 
communities  on  the  Bering  Sea  coast. 


Qualifying  communities  are  assigned  a 
portion  of  the  overall  program 
allocation.  Each  vessel  and  processor 
involved  in  a  CDQ  fishery  must  be 
individually  monitored  to  keep  each 
CDQ  participant  within  its  allocation. 
The  combination  of  several  CDQs,  each 
varying  in  quota  amounts  and  expected 
effort,  necessitates  additional  reporting 
requirements  to  manage  the  fisheries 
effectively. 

The  Director  of  the  Alaska  Region, 
NMFS  (Regional  Director),  in 
accordance  with  §  675.5(c)(3)(i).  is 
requiring  processor  vessels  and 
shoreside  processing  facilities 
(processors)  that  conduct  fishing 
activities  in,  or  receive  groundfish  from, 
any  CDQ  fishery  in  the  BSAI 
management  area  to  submit  Daily 
Production  Reports  in  addition  to 
Weekly  Processor  Reports.  Daily 
Production  Reports  are  required  ftom  12 
noon,  February  26, 1993,  through 
December  31, 1993,  or  until  the 
Regional  Director  determines  that  these 
reports  are  no  longer  necessary. 

Daily  Production  Reports  must 
include  all  information  required  by 
§  675.5(c)(3)(ii).  Processors  must  submit 
the  required  information  on  the  “Alaska 
Groundfish  Processor  Daily  Production 
Report"  (Daily  Production  Report)  form 
available  in  the  processors’ 
recordkeeping  reference  manual  or  from 
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the  Regional  Director  at  the  address 
listed  in  the  manual. 

Processors  must  transmit  their 
completed  Daily  Production  Reports  to 
the  Regional  Director  by  facsimile 
transmission  to  907-586-7131,  by 
telephone  via  number  907-586-7228,  or 
by  telex  (U.S.  Code)  at  6229600  no  iater 
than  12  noon,  A.Lt..  of  the  day  following 
the  day  the  groundfish  was  harvested  or 
received. 

-  Classification 

This  action  is  taken  under  §  67S.S  and 
complies  with  E.0. 12291. 

The  Assistant  Administrator  for 
Fisheries,  NOAA,  finds  that  reasons 


Justifying  promulgation  of  this  action 
also  make  it  impracticable  and  contrary 
to  the  pubUc  interest  to  provide  notice 
and  opportunity  for  prior  public 
comment  or  to  delay  for  30  days  its 
effective  date  under  sections  553  (b)  and 
(d)  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act 
Further,  this  action  is  made  pursuant  to 
regulations  which  were  promulgated  by 
providing  notice  to  the  public  and  an 
opportunity  for  publicetion 
participation.  CDQ  fishing  effort 
without  Daily  Production  Ri^khIs  could 
result  in  exceeding  the  individual  CDQ 
allotments. 

The  coUectioBHif-informatioa 
requirement  contained  in  this  notice 


was  apfnoved  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (0MB)  as  a 
revision  to  OMB  No.  0648-0123  (56  FR 
9636,  March  7. 1991). 

List  of  Subjects  in  50  CFR  Part  675 

Fisheries,  Reporting  and 
recordkeeping  requirements. 

Authority:  16  U.S.C.  1801  et  seq. 

Doted:  Febniary  23. 1993. 

David  S.  Crestin, 

Acting  Director,  Office  of  Fisheries 
Conservation  and  Management,  f^ationai 
Marine  Fisheries  Service. 

I  FR  Doc.  93-4903  Filed  2-28-93;  4:37  pm) 
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This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER 
contains  notices  to  the  public  of  the  proposed 
issuance  of  ruies  and  reguiations.  The 
purpose  of  these  notices  is  to  give  interested 
persons  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
rule  making  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  final 
rules. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
7  CFR  Part  1421 

RIN  0560-AD12 

1993-95  Wheat  and  Feed  Grain 
Marketing  Loan  Provisions 

AGENCY:  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
USDA. 

ACTION:  Proposed  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  proposed  rule  would 
amend  the  regulations  to  set  forth  the 
marketing  loan  provisions  for  the  1993 
through  1995  crops  of  wheat  and  feed 
grains.  Section  1104  of  the  Agricultural 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  requires 
implementation  of  wheat  and  feed  grain 
marketing  loan  provisions  for  the  1993 
through  1995  crops  in  accordance  with 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (the  1949  Act),  if  the  U.S.  does 
not  enter  into  an  agricultural  agreement 
in  the  Uruguay  Round  of  the 
multilateral  trade  negotiations  under  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade 
(GATT)  by  June  30, 1992.  These  actions 
are  necessary  because  an  agreement  was 
not  entered  into  by  June  30, 1992. 

DATES:  Comments  must  be  received  on 
or  before  April  5, 1993  in  order  to  be 
assured  of  consideration. 

ADDRESSES:  Comments  must  be  mailed 
to  the  Acting  Deputy  Administrator  for 
Policy  Analysis,  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
(ASCS),  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  (USDA),  P.O.  Box  2415, 
room  3742-S,  Washington,  DC  20013- 
2415.  Comments  received  may  be 
inspected  between  9  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m. 
Monday  through  Friday,  except 
holidays,  in  room  3742,  South 
Agriculture  Building,  USDA,  14th  and 
Independence  Avenue,  Washington,  DC. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Philip  W.  Sronce,  Director.  Grains 
Analysis  Division,  ASCS,  USDA,  P.O. 
Box  2415,  room  3742-S,  Washington, 
DC  20013-2415  or  call  202-720-4418. 


SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Executive  Order  12291  and 
Departmental  Regulation  1512-1 

This  proposed  rule  has  been  reviewed 
under  USDA  procedures  established  in 
accordance  with  Executive  Order  12291 
and  Departmental  Regulation  1512-1 
and  has  been  designated  as  "non- 
major.”  It  has  been  determined  that  this 
proposed  rule  will  not  result  in:  (1)  An 
annual  effect  on  the  economy  of  $100 
million  or  more;  (2)  major  increases  in 
costs  or  prices  for  consumers, 
individual  industries.  Federal,  State,  or 
local  Government  agencies,  or 
geographic  regions;  or  (3)  significant 
adverse  effects  on  competition, 
employment,  investment,  productivity, 
innovation,  or  the  ability  of  United 
States-based  enterprises  to  compete  in 
domestic  or  export  markets.  The 
Preliminary  Regulatory  Impact  Analysis 
describing  the  options  considered  in 
developing  this  rule  and  the  impact  of 
the  implementation  of  each  option  is 
available  on  request  from  Craig  Jagger, 
Agricultural  Economist,  Grains  Analysis 
Division,  ASCS,  USDA,  P.O.  Box  2415, 
room  3742-S,  Washington,  DC  20013— 
2415  or  call  202-720-4418. 

Federal  Assistance  Programs 

The  titles  and  numbers  of  the  Federal 
Assistance  Programs,  as  found  in  the 
Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance, 
to  which  this  rule  applies  are  as  follows: 


TWe 

Number 

Commodity  Loans  and  Purchases . 

Feed  Grain  Production  Stabilization . 

Wheat  Production  Stabilization . 

10.051 

10.055 

10.058 

Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 

It  has  been  determined  that  the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act  is  not 
applicable  to  this  rule  because  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  is 
not  requir^  by  5  U-S.C.  553  or  any 
other  provision  of  law  to  publish  a 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  with 
respect  to  the  subject  matter  of  this  rule. 

Executive  Order  12778 

This  proposed  rule  has  been  reviewed 
in  accordance  with  Executive  Order 
12778.  The  provisions  of  this  proposed 
rule  do  not  preempt  State  laws,  are  not 
retroactive,  and  do  not  require  the 
exhaustion  of  any  administrative  appeal 
remedies. 


Environmental  Assessment  or  Impact 
Statement 

It  has  been  determined  by  an 
environmental  evaluation  ^t  this 
action  will  not  have  a  significant  impact 
on  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment.  Therefore,  neither  an 
Environmental  Assessment  nor  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is 
needed. 

Executive  Order  12372 

This  program/activity  is  not  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  Executive  Order 
12372,  which  requires 
intergovernmental  consultation  with 
State  and  local  officials.  See  the  Notice 
related  to  7  CFR  part  3015,  subpart  V, 
published  at  48  ^  29115  OuRO  24, 
1983). 

Paperwork  Reduction  Act 

The  amendments  to  7  CFR  part  1421 
set  forth  in  this  proposed  rule  contain 
information  collection  requirements  that 
require  clearance  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  under 
the  provisions  of  44  U.S.C.  chapter  35. 
ASCS  has  submitted  a  request  for 
approval  of  the  information  collection 
requirements  to  OMB.  Public  reporting 
burden  for  these  collections  is  estimated 
to  average  15  minutes  per  response, 
including  time  for  reviewing 
instructions,  searching  existing  data 
sources,  gathering  and  maintaining  the 
data  needed,  and  completing  and 
reviewing  the  collection  of  information. 
Send  comments  regarding  this  burden 
estimate  or  any  other  aspect  of  this 
collection,  including  suggestions  for 
reducing  the  burden,  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Clearance  Officer,  OIRM, 
room  404-W,  Wa.shington,  DC  20250; 
and  to  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  Paperwork  Reduction  Project, 
Washington.  DC  20503. 

Public  Comments 

Comments  are  requested  with  respect 
to  this  proposed  rule  and  such 
comments  shall  be  considered  in 
developing  the  final  rule. 

Statutory  Background 

Section  1104  of  the  Agricultural 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1990  requires  that 
marketing  loan  provisions  be 
implemented  for  the  1993  crop  of  wheat 
and  feed  grains  if  an  agricultural 
agreement  relating  to  the  GATT 
negotiations  was  not  entered  into  by 
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June  30, 1992.  Since  such  negotiations 
had  not  produced  such  an  agreement, 
marketing  loan  provisions  must  be 
implemented  for  the  1993  through  1995 
crops  of  wheat  and  feed  grains. 

In  accordance  with  section 
107B(a)(4)(C),  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and 
section  105B(a)(4)(C),  in  the  case  of  feed 
grains,  of  the  1949  Act,  when  the  world 
market  price,  adjusted  to  U.S.  quality 
and  location  (i.e.,  the  adjusted  world 

f>rice  or  AWP)  is  less  than  the  loan 
evel,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (the 
Secretary)  may  permit  a  producer  to 
repay  a  nonrecourse  loan  at  an 
alternative  repayment  rate  (ARR)  that 
the  Secretary  determines  will  (1) 
minimize  i>otential  loan  forfeitures,  (2) 
minimize  the  accumulation  of  wheat 
and  feed  grain  stocks,  (3)  minimize  the 
cost  incurred  by  the  F^eral 
Government  in  storing  wheat  and  feed 
grains,  and  (4)  allow  wheat  and  feed 
grains  produced  in  the  U.S.  to  be 
marketed  freely  and  competitively,  both 
domestically  and  internationally. 

In  accordance  with  section  107B(b),  .in 
the  case  of  wheat,  and  section  105B(b), 
in  the  case  of  feed  grains,  of  the  1949 
Act,  the  Secretary  may  make  payments 
(i.e.,  loan  deficiency  payments) 
available  to  producers  who,  although 
eligible  to  receive  a  loan  or  purchase 
agreement,  may  forego  obtaining  the 
loan  or  purchase  agreement  in  return  for 
the  loan  deficiency  payment.  The  loan 
deficiency  payment  rate  shall  be  the 
amount  by  which  the  loan  level  exceeds 
the  marketing  loan  repayment  rate. 

Marketing  Loan  Repayment  Rate 

In  accordance  with  section 
107B(a)(4)(C),  in  the  case  of  wheat,  and 
section  105B(a)(4)(C),  in  the  case  of  feed 
grains,  of  the  1949  Act,  it  is  proposed 
that  when  the  AWP  is  less  than  the  loan 
level,  a  producer  may  repay  a 
nonrecourse  loan  at  the  ARR.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  rule,  the  ARR  equals 
the  AWP,  and  the  loan  level  determined 
for  a  crop  equals  the  loan  level  and 
charges,  plus  interest. 

It  is  proposed  that  AWPs  for  wheat 
and  feed  grains  be  established  on  a  daily 
basis  for  each  county  based  upon  the 
previous  day’s  market  prices  at 
appropriate  U.S.  terminal  markets,  as 
determined  by  CCC,  adjusted  to  reflect 
quality  and  location.  Thus,  the 
marketing  loan  repayment  rates 
proposed  for  the  wheat  and  feed  grain 
marketing  loan  provisions  of  the  1949 
Act  would  be  set  at  the  same  levels  at 
which  generic  certificates  can  currently 
be  exchanged  for  wheat  and  feed  erains. 

The  Secretary  has  determined  tnat 
this  approach  would  (1)  minimize 
potential  loan  forfeitures,  (2)  minimize 
the  accumulation  of  wheat  and  feed 


greun  stocks,  (3)  minimize  the  cost 
incurred  by  the  Federal  Government  in 
storing  wheat  and  feed  grains,  and  (4) 
allow  wheat  and  feed  grains  produced 
in  the  U.S.  to  be  marketed  fi^ly  and 
competitively,  both  domestically  and 
internationally. 

Loan  Deficiency  Pa]mient8 

In  accordance  with  sections  107B(b) 
and  105B(b)  of  the  1949  Act,  it  is 
proposed  that  producers  who  are 
eligible  to  receive  a  nonrecourse  loan  or 
purchase  agreement  be  permitted  to 
forgo  obtaining  the  loan  or  purchase 
agreement  in  return  for  loan  deficiency 
payments. 

List  of  Subjects  in  7  CFR  Part  1421 

Grains,  Loan  programs/agriculture. 
Oilseeds,  Peanuts,  Price  support 
programs.  Reporting  and  recordkeeping 
requirements,  Soybeans,  Surety  bonds. 
Warehouses. 

Accordingly,  7  CFR  part  1421  is 
amended  as  follows; 

PART  1421-<SRAiNS  AND  SIMILARLY 
HANDLED  COMMODITIES 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  7  CFR 
part  1421  continues  as  follows: 

Authority;  7  U.S.C  1421, 1423, 1425, 
1441Z.  1444f-l,  1445b-3a,  1445b-3a.  1444c- 
3, 144Se,  and  1446f;  15  U.S.C.  714b  and  714c. 

2.  In  §  1421.1,  paragraph  (c)(1)  is 
revised  as  follows: 

S  1421.1  Applicability. 

*  *  *  *  * 

(c)(1)  Price  support  loans,  purchase 
agreements,  and  loan  deficiency 
payments  shall  be  available  as  provided 
in  this  part  with  regard  to  barley,  com, 
grain  sorghum,  oats,  rye,  and  wheat 
produced  in  the  U.S. 
***** 

3.  In  §  1421.20,  paragraph  (d)  is 
revised  as  follows; 

S  1421.20  Release  of  the  commodity 
pledged  as  collateral  for  a  loan. 
***** 

(b)  CCC  may  allow  a  producer  to 
establish  a  loan  repayment  rate 
determined  in  accordance  with 
§  1421.25  (a)(l)(ii),  (b)(2),  or  (d)(2)  on 
Form  CCC^81-1,  provided  the 
producer  complies  with  all  terms  and 
conditions  set  forth  on  Form  CCC-681— 
1.  If  a  producer  fails  to  repay  a  loan 
within  the  time  period  prescribed  by 
CCC  in  accordance  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  Form  CCC-681-1  and  the 
commodity  pledged  as  collateral  for 
such  loan  has  been  delivered  to  a  buyer 
in  accordance  with  Form  CCC-681-1, 
Authorization  for  Delivery  of  Loan 
Collateral  for  Sale,  such  producer  may 


not  repay  the  loan  at  the  level  that  is 
less  than  the  loan  level  determined  in 
accordance  with  §  1421.25  (a)(l)(ii), 
(b)(2),  or  (d)(2). 

***** 

4.  In  §  1421.25: 

A.  Paragraphs  (d)  and  (e)  are  revised, 

B.  Paragraph  (f)  is  redesignated  as 
paragraph  (g)  and  revised,  and 

C  A  new  paragraph  (f)  is  added  as 
follows: 

f  1421.25  Marks!  price  repayments. 
***** 

(d)  For  1993  through  1995  crops  of 
barley,  com,  grain  sorghum,  oats,  rye, 
and  wheat,  a  producer  may  repay  a 
nonrecourse  loan  at  a  level  that  is  the 
lesser  of: 

(1)  The  loan  level  and  charges,  plus 
interest  determined  for  such  crop;  or  ^ 

(2)  'The  alternative  repayment  rate 
(ARR)  for  barley,  com,  grain  sorghum, 
oats,  rye,  and  wheat. 

(e)  'The  ARR  for  barley,  com,  grain 
sorghum,  oats,  rye,  and  wheat  will  be 
established  individually  on  a  daily  basis 
in  each  county  based  upon  the  previous 
day’s  market  prices  at  appropriate  U.S. 
terminal  markets,  as  determined  by 
CCC,  adjusted  to  reflect  quality  and 
location. 

(f)  To  the  extent  practicable,  CCC 
shall  determine  and  announce  the 
repayment  levels  for  each  crop  of  a 
commodity  as  follows: 

(1)  On  a  weekly  basis  for  rice  and 
oilseeds,  except  soybeans,  and 

(2)  On  a  daily  basis  for  barley,  com, 
grain  sorghum,  oats,  rye,  soyb^ns,  and 
wheat. 

(g)  The  difierence  between  the  loan 
level,  excluding  charges  and  interest, 
and  the  loan  repayment  level  is  the 
market  gain.  The  total  amount  of  any 
market  gain  realized  by  a  producer  is 
limited  in  accordance  with  the 
regulations  at  part  1497  of  this  title. 
***** 

Signed  on  February  26, 1993  at 
Washington,  DC. 

Bruce  R.  Weber, 

Acting  Executive  Vice  President,  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4916  Filed  3-1-93;  10:58  am] 
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ACTION:  Notice  of  receipt  of  petition  fc9 
rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  The  Virginia  Electric  and 
Power  Company  has  submitted  a 
petition  for  rulemaking  requesting  that 
the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 
(NRC)  amend  its  current  regulations 
governing  domestic  licensing  of 
production  and  utilization  facilities,  as 
necessary,  to  change  the  frequency  of 
required  emergency  planning  exercises 
to  biennially  instead  of  annually.  The 
proposed  amendment  would  require 
each  licensee  to  conduct,  at  each  site,  an 
integrated  exerdise  every  2  years  and  to 
otherwise  ensure  that  their  emergency 
response  capabilities  are  maintained 
during  the  2-year  interval.  The 
petitioner  believes  that  the  requirement 
^  each  licensee  at  each  site  to  annually 
conduct  an  emergency  plan  exercise  is 
but  one  of  many  indicators  designed  to 
provide  reasonable  assurance  that 
actions  can  and  will  be  taken  during  an 
emergency  situation  that  will  provide 
for  tlw  health  and  safety  of  the  public. 
DATES:  Submit  ccnnments  by  May  3, 

1993.  Comments  received  aftm'  this  date 
will  be  considered  if  it  is  practical  to  do 
so,  but  assurance  of  consideration 
cannot  be  given  except  as  to  comments 
received  on  or  before  this  date. 
ADDRESSES:  Submit  comments  to 
Secretary,  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission.  Washington,  DC  20555. 
Attention:  Docketing  and  Service 
Branch.  For  a  copy  of  the  petition,  write 
Rules  Review  Section,  Rules  Review 
and  Directives  Branch,  Division  of 
Freedom  of  Information  and 
Publications  Services,  Offrce  of 
Administration,  Washington.  DC  20555. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Michael  T.  Lesar,  Rules  Review  Section, 
Rules  Review  and  Directives  Branch, 
Division  of  Freedom  of  Information  and 
Publications  Services,  Office  of 
Administration.  Washington.  DC  20555, 
Telephone:  (301)  492-7758  or  Toll  Free: 
800-368-5642. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  MFORMATION: 
Background 

The  NRC  has  received  a  petition  for 
rulemaking  submitted  by  the  Virginia 
Electric  and  Power  Company.  The 
petition  was  assigned  Docket  No.  PRM- 
50-58  on  Decemter  16, 1992,  The 
petitioner  has  requested  that  the  NRC 
amend  appendix  E,  section  IV,  F.2.,  to 
10  CFR  Part  50,  "Emergency  Planning 
and  Preparedness  for  Production  and 
Utilization  Facilities,"  to  change  the 
requirement  that  each  site  exercise  its 
emergency  plan  biennially  rather  than 
annually.  The  petitioner’s  proposed 
amendment  would  require  e8<^  licensee 


to  conduct  a  biennial  integrated  exercise 
of  the  emergency  plan  at  each  site  and 
to  take  actions  necessary  to  ensure  that 
its  emergency  response  capability  is 
maintained  during  the  2-year  interval. 
The  petitioner  believes  that  the  annual 
graded  exercise  is  but  one  of  many 
indicators  designed  to  provide 
reasonable  assurance  that  actions  can 
and  will  be  taken  during  an  emergency 
situation  that  will  provide  for  the  health 
and  safety  of  the  public.  _ 

The  petitioner  quotes  10  CFR  part  50, 
appendix  E,  section  IV,  F.2.,  which 
states  that  “each  licensee  at  each  site 
shall  annually  exercise  its  emergency 
plan."  The  petitioner  contends  that 
although  not  explicitly  defrned  in  the 
rule,  this  statement  has  been  interpreted 
throughout  the  industry  to  require  that 
each  licensee  at  each  site  annually 
conduct  an  integrated  exercise  which 
will  be  evaluate  by  the  NRC. 

The  petitioner  indicates  that 
regulations  governing  the  frequency  of 
State  and  local  emergency  planning 
exercises  have  been  in  place  since  1984. 
According  to  the  petitioner,  these 
regulations  require  a  biennial  exercise  of 
State  and  local  emergency  plans. 
Therefore,  the  petitioner  contends  that 
the  requirement  for  an  annual  integrated 
exercise  for  the  onsite  organization  is 
inconsistent  and  must  be  clarified. 

The  petitioner  states  that  emergency 
prepar^ness  programs  throughout  the 
industry  are  designed  to  achieve  and 
maintain  an  adequate  level  of 
emergency  response  capability.  As 
defined  by  NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1. 
Rev.  1,  "Catena  for  Preparation  and 
Evaluation  of  Radiological  Emergency 
Response  Plans  and  Preparedness  in 
Support  of  Nuclear  Power  Plants,"  a 
joint  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission/ 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 
(NRC/FEMA)  report  published  in 
November  1980,'  an  exercise  is  an  event 
that  tests  the  integrated  capability  and 
major  portions  of  the  basic  elements 
existing  within  emergency  preparedness 
plans  and  organizations.  The  petitioner 
contends,  therefore,  that  an  exercise  is 
designed  to  merely  confirm  the  level  of 
response.  As  confirmation,  an  annual 
exercise  is  not  necessary  to  achieve  the 
underlying  intent  of  the  rule  which  is  to 
attain  an  acceptable  level  of  emergency 
preparedness.  Further,  because  the 
annual  exercise  is  the  primary 


'  Copies  of  NUREGs  mmy  be  purchased  hom  ttke 
Superintendent  of  Doctunents.  U.S.  Government 
Printing  Office,  P.  O.  Box  37082,  Washington,  DC 
20013-7082.  Copies  are  also  available  from  t^ 
Natioaal  Technical  InfotmatioD  Servics.  5285  Pott 
Royal  Road,  Springfield.  VA  22161.  A  copy  is  also 
available  for  inspection  and/or  copying  at  the  NRC 
Public  Document  Room,  2120  L  Street,  NW.  (Lower 
Level),  Washington,  DC 


mechanian  presently  used  by  the  NRC 
to  evaluate  readiness,  the  resources 
dedicated  to  this  event  are  naturally 
m<Ke  focused  tm  exercise  performance 
than  on  emergency  preparedness.  The 
petitioner  states  that  because  of  the 
effectiveness  of  the  emergency 
preparedness  program,  the  annual 
graded  exercise  merely  represents  a 
separate  means  for  the  NRC  to  evaluate 
the  licensee’s  performance.  The 
petitioner  believes  that  the  graded 
exercise  has,  in  effect,  become  an  end 
unto  itself. 

The  petitioner  states  that  the  response 
of  offsite  response  organizations  during 
exercises  performed  over  the  past  8 
years  has  demonstrated  that  a  biennial 
frequency  is  sufficient  to  provide 
reasonable  assurance  to  protect  the 
health  and  safety  of  the  public.  During 
this  time,  there  nas  been  no  indication 
of  a  need  to  increase  the  frequency  of 
the  demonstration.  The  petitioner  states 
further  that  although  it  is  recognized 
that  the  Commission  retained  the 
«inual  frequency  requirement  for 
licensees  when  it  amended  its 
regulations  in  1984  to  allow  State  and 
local  governments  to  participate  in 
emergency  preparedness  exercises  every 
2  years,  the  request  to  amend  10  CFR 
part  50  is  implicitly  supported  by 
another  part  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations.  The  petitioner  contends 
that  regulations  issued  by  FEMA  at  44 
CFR  350.9,  by  virtue  of  the  stated 
requirements  for  offsite  response 
organizatitms,  recognize  that,  within  the 
context  of  that  regulation,  the  biennial 
conduct  of  an  exercise  is  sufficient  to 
demonstrate  that  protective  measures 
can  and  will  be  taken  in  the  event  of  an 
accident,  thereby  providing  reasonable 
assurance  of  the  health  and  safety  of  the 
public.  Further,  it  is  noted  that 

[irovisions  for  giving  the  States  and 
ocal  response  organizations  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
licensee’s  drill  and  exercise  program 
could  be  easily  accommodated 
independent  of  petitioner’s  proposed 
rule  chan^. 

The  petitioner  states  that 
technological  advancements  and 
applications  have  served  to  greatly 
enhance  and  automate  accident 
assessment  activities  employed  during 
an  emergency  response  for  both  the 
licensee  (through  the  use  of  Safety 
Parameter  Display  System  and  dose 
assessment  computer  models)  and  the 
Federal  Government  (through  the  use  of 
the  Emergency  Response  Data  System 
and  RAS^L,  whi^  is  a  computer  dose 
assessment  model).  Improvements  to 
equipment  and  facilities  and 
programmatic  enhancements  within  the 
nuc^ar  emergency  preparedness 
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discipline  over  the  past  decade  have 
eleva^  the  level  of  response  capability 
throughout  the  industry.  As  evioeince, 
the  petitioner  refers  to  the  results  of  the 
Systematic  Assessment  of  Licmsee 
P^ormance  (SALP)  program,  a 
mechanism  empk^rro  by  the  NRC  to 
assess,  among  othw  things,  emeigmicy 
preparedness  indicatcHrs.  Ihe  petitioner 
indicates  that  during  the  peri^  between 
1980  and  1992,  the  industry-averaged 
SALP  rating  for  emergem^ 
preparedness  improved  horn  2.29  to 
1.26.  The  ovwall  average  for  emergency 
preparedness  SALP  ratings  for  this  12- 
year  period  is  1.61. 

The  Petitioner 

The  petitioner  is  a  U.S.  commercial 
niiclew  power  reactor  licensee  for  North 
Anna  Power  Station,  Units  1  and  2,  and 
Surry  Power  Station.  Units  1  and  2.  The 
petitioner  states  that  emergency 
planning  regulations,  promulgated  as  a 
result  of  the  March  1979  accident  at 
Three  Mile  Island,  govern  virtually  all 
aspects  of  a  licensee's  emergency 
preparedness  program  and  that  they 
have  done  much  to  lay  the  basis  for  a 
structured  formal  response  capability. 
The  petitioner  further  states  that 
maintenance  and  verification  of 
emergency  response  capability  are 
accomplished  through  programs  that 
ensure  the  adequacy  and  eflectiveness 
of  plans,  procedures,  facilities, 
equipment,  response  personnel,  mid 
performance  demonstrations.  The 
petitioner  focuses  the  petition  on  the 
need  to  conduct  an  annual  exercise  to 
ensure  the  adequacy  of  the  emergency 
response  capability.  ThepetitioR  is 
based  on  the  petitioner’s  belief  that  the 
annual  exercise  is  only  one  (rf  many 
indicators  designed  to  provide 
reasrmable  assurance  tltot  actions  can 
and  will  be  taken  during  an  emergency 
situation  that  will  protect  the  healdi  and 
safety  of  the  public. 

The  petitioner  believes  that  the 
propos^  ammidment  to  10  CFR  part  SO 
would  do  m^ing  to  undermine  the 
provisions  already  in  place  for  ensuring 
that  kfontified  deficiencies  resulttng 
from  the  conduct  of  an  exercise  are 
corrected.  Further,  both  10  CFR 
50.47(b)(14)  and  appmidix  E,  section  IV, 
F.4..  would  rmnain  unchanged. 

Need  for  the  Suggested  Amendments 

The  petitioner  states  the  current 
annual  testkig  requirement  of  a 
licensee’s  emergency  response 
capabilily  excels  the  threshold  needed 
for  determining  the  adequacy  erf  the 
level  of  response.  Therefore,  the 
adoption  of  a  bienni^  demonstration 
fiequency  would  allow  an  increase  in 
cost  e^iciency  for  industry  and  the 


Federal  GovemmenL  Emergency 
preparedness  earardses  conduct^  in 
1990  and  1991  have  averaged  a  total  oi 
approximately  $20,000  per  inspection  in 
NRC  fees  far  &e  Virginia  Electric  ukd 
Power  Company.  Tim  petitioner 
estimates  tlmt  each  exercise  costs 
approximately  $200,000  in  resource 
commitments  for  the  compemy.  The 
approximately  450  personnel  required 
for  each  exercise  could,  be  more 
effectively  utilized  in  their  normal 
function  rather  than  by  paiticipatiBg  in 
an  unneeded  test  erf  re^onse  capability. 

Fmthermore,  the  petitkner  states 
that,  based  on  experience, 
approxiinately  750  staff  hours  are 
expended  during  the  development  of  an 
exercise  scenario.  EniOTgency  planning 
resources,  thecefme.  co^d  be  more 
effectively  applied  to  tlm  developmmt 
and  maintenance  of  emergency 
preparedness  activities  rather  than 
exercise  demonstration  activities  sudi 
as  exercise  scenario  development, 
controller  organization  pr^>aratk>ns, 
organizational  impact  evaluation,  utd 
facility  availability  determination  (e.g., 
control  room  simulator  time). 

The  petitions  characterizes  the 
present  requirement  as  one  that  is 
resource  intensive  but  of  marginal 
importance  to  safety.  The  petitioner  has 
identified  a  mimber  of  issues  associated 
with  the  current  requirement  to  conduct 
an  emergency  plan  mcercise  annually  as 
grounds  for  ^ange.  The  issues  are  as 
follows: 

(1)  The  requirement  to  conduct  «> 
intepated  annual  exercise  is  not  cleeriy 
defined;  therefore  the  regutatiem  should 
be  ctsrified. 

(2)  The  existing  regulatioa,  10  CFR 
past  50.  appendix  E.  is  inconsistent  with 
other  regulations  that  govern  the 
frequency  of  offsite  re^xmse 
organizatHHi  integrated  exercises  (i.a.. 

44  CFR  part  350). 

(3>The  performance  of  offtite 
response  organizations  during  biennial 
exposes  has  confirmed  that  a  biennial 
frequency  is  sufficimt  to  jMovide  the 
reasonable  assurance  finding.  _ 

(4>The  existing  regulation,  10  CFR 
50.54(t),  provides  for  an  independent 
review  of  die  adequacy  of  pro^am 
implementation. 

(5)  The  existing  requirement  to 
conduct  an  ann^iat  exercise  is  not 
neceesury  to  achieve  the  underlying 
purpose  of  the  rule.  A  biennial  exerdse 
is  sufficient  to  provide  an  acceptable 
formal  oonfirmatirm  of  capability. 

(6)  Reconsideration  of  me 
requiremmit  is  warranted  m  l^it  of  the 
completion  and  implementation  of 
enhanced  eraeigHicy  iuepetedhess 
facilities,  the  current  levd  of  industry 
profieieney  and  performance,  and  the 
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infxeased  industry  sensitivity  to 
emergency  preparedness. 

(7)  Personnm  could  be  mem 
effectively  utilized  in  their  normal 
professional  function  ratiier  than 
participating  in  a  resourca-intansive 
integrated  test  that  only  serves  to 
confirm  the  already  existing  level  of  the 
response  capability. 

(8)  Emergency  planning  resources 
could  be  more  effectively  utilized  to 
further  the  development  and 
maintenance  of  emergency  preparedness 
activities. 

The  Solution 

The  petitioner  requests  that  the  NRC 
amend  its  Emulations  governing 
domestic  licensing  of  production  mid 
utilization  facilities,  as  necessaiy,  to 
change  the  lequirunent  that  eacn 
licensee  exercise  its  emergmxy  plans  for 
each  site  biennially  rather  than  annually 
and  to  otherwise  ensure  thtrf  its 
emergency  response  capability  is 
maintain^  during  the  2-yaar  intervaL 
The  petitioner  requests  t^  the  NRC 
modify  the  existing  regulation  to 
provide  greater  cl^fication  by 
explicitly  defining  the  requirement 

The  Petitioner’s  Suggested  Amendments 

Petitioner  requests  that  the  NRC — 

1.  Amend  Sertion  IV.  paragraph  F.2.. 
of  Appendix  E  to  10  CHI  Part  50, 
“Domestic  Licensing  of  Production  and 
Utilization  Facilities,”  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Each  licensee  at  each  site  shall 
conduct  an  integrated  exercise  every  2 
years.  The  licensee  shall  take  actions 
necessary  to  ensure  the  emergency 
respemse  capabilities  are  maintained 
during  the  2-year  interval.” 

2.  Amend  Section  IV.  paragraph 
F.3.(f),  of  Appendix  E  to  10  Part  50 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Licensees  shall  enable  any  State  or 
local  government  located  wiffiin  the 
plume  exposure  pathway  EPZ  to 
participate  in  exercisee  when  requested 
by  such  State  or  local  goveminent.” 

3.  Revise  Section  IV,  paragraph  F.Z., 
of  Appenflix  E  to  10  Ck'R  Pmt  50  to 
provide  greater  clarification  regardless 
of  any  action  taken  to  amend  the 
existing  rule.  Although  not  exptiatiy 
defined  in  the  regulation,  it  has  been 
interpreted  throu^out  the  industry  that 
the  regulation  requires  each  licensee  to 
annually  conduct,  at  each  site,  an 
integrate  exercise  that  will  be 
evaluated  by  the  NRC. 

Requests  Car  Comments 

Interested  persons  ate  invited  to 
submit  written  data,  viefws,  and 
arguments  concerning  the  foregoing 
discussion. 
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Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland,  this  26th  day 
of  February  1993. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Samud  |.  Chilk, 

Secretary  of  the  Commissioit. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4943  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
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lOCFRParteO 
[Dockd  No.  PRM-40-4] 

States  of  Washington  and  Oregon: 
Denial  of  Petition  for  Rulemaking 

AGENCY:  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

ACnON:  Denial  of  petition  for 
rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  The  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (NRC)  is  denying  a  petition 
for  rulemaking  (PRM-60-4),  submitted 
by  the  States  of  Washington  and  Oregon, 
which  deals  with  the  process  and 
criteria  for  classifying  radioactive  waste 
materials  at  defense  facilities  as  high- 
level  radioactive  waste  (HLW)  or  as  non- 
HLW.  (As  noted  in  the  petition,  certain 
facilities  for  the  storage  of  HLW  are 
subject  to  NRC  licensing  authority.)  The 
petition  is  being  denied  because  the 
NRC  concludes  that  the  principles  for 
waste  classification  are  well  established 
and  can  be  applied  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  without  revision  to  the 
regulations. 

ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  petition  for 
rulemaking,  the  public  comments 
received,  and  the  NRC*s  letter  to  the 
petitioner  are  available  for  public 
inspection  or  copying  in  the  NRC  Public 
Do^ment  Room,  2120  L  Street,  NW. 
(Lower  Level),  Washington,  DC 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Naiem  S.  Tanious,  Office  of  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Research.  U.S.  Nuclear 
Re^latory  Commission,  Washington, 

DC  20555,  telephone  (301)  492-3878. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

I.  The  Petition 

The  States  of  Washington  and  Oregon, 
and  the  Yakima  Indian  Nation,  initially 
submitted  a  petition  for  rulemaking  on 
this  subject  on  January  2. 1990.  On 
February  7, 19M,  the  NRC  stafi 
conferr^  with  the  petitioners  as 
contemplated  by  paragraph  (b)  of  10 
CFR  2.802.  In  response  to  suggestions  by 
the  NRC  staff,  the  petition  was  clarified 
and  resubmitted  (by  the  States  of 
Washington  and  Oregon)  on  July  27, 
1990. 

On  December  17, 1990,  the  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission  published  a 
notice  of  receipt  of  the  petition  for 
rulemaking  (55  FR  51732).  The  petition 


requested  that  the  Commission  revise 
the  definition  of  “high-level  radioactive 
waste'*  (HLW)  so  as  to  establish  a 
procedural  firework  and  substantive 
standards  by  which  the  Commission 
will  determine  whether  reprocessing 
waste,  including  in  particular  certain 
waste  stored  at  &e  U.S.  Department  of 
Energy’s  (E)OE)  site  at  Hanford. 
Washington,  is  HLW  and.  therefore, 
subject  to  the  Commission’s  licensing 
authority. 

The  petitioners  request  that  the 
Commission  amend  10  CFR  60.2  to 
clarify  the  definition  of  HLW  and  the 
definition  of  "HLW  facility.’’  The 
petitioners  specifically  request  that  the 
Commission: 

1.  Establish  a  process  to  evaluate  the 
treatment  of  defense  reprocessing 
wastes  in  tanks  so  that  such  wastes  will 
not  be  considered  HLW  if,  prior  to 
disposal,  each  tank  is  treated  to  remove 
the  largest  technically  achievable 
amoimt  of  radioactivity;  and 

2.  Require  that  the  heat  produced  by 
residual  radionuclides,  together  with 
the  heat  of  reaction  during  grout 
processing  (if  employed  as  a  treatment 
technology),  will  be  within  limits 
established  to  ensure  that  grout  meets 
temperature  requirements  for  long-term 
stability  for  low-level  waste  forms. 

The  petitioners  state  that  the  petition 
for  rulemaking  is  based,  in  part,  on 
Section  202  of  the  Energy 
Reorganization  Act  of  1974  (ERA), 
which  provides  for  the  Commission  to 
exercise  licensing  and  related  regulatory 
authority  over  "facilities  authorized  for 
the  express  purpose  of  subsequent  long¬ 
term  storage  of  high-level  radioactive 
wastes  generated  by  [DOE]  which  are 
not  used  for.  or  are  part  of,  research  and 
development  activities.’’ 

According  to  the  petitioners,  the 
legislative  history  of  the  ERA  reveals 
that  Congress  intended  the  Commission 
to  license  defense  reprocessing  tank 
wastes  at  the  point  of  long-term  storage 
or  disposal,  liie  petitioners  note  that 
"low-fraction  wastes"  resulting  frrom 
pretreatment  of  tank  wastes  are 
scheduled  to  be  grouted  and  disposed  of 
in  land-based  grout  vaults  on  the 
Hanford  site  in  accordance  with 
regulations  developed  under  the 
Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act  (RCRA).  The  i}etitioners  believe  that 
if  these  wastes  are  HLW,  they  clearly 
fall  under  the  Commission’s  licensing 
jurisdiction  under  Section  202(4)  of  ^e 
Energy  Reorganization  Act  of  1974  (42 
U.S.C.  5842(4)). 

The  petitioners  acknowledge  that  the 
present  definition  of  HLW  in  the 
Commission’s  regulations  iS  based  upon 
the  source  of  the  waste,  and  that 
"incidental  waste"  generated  in  the 


course  of  reprocessing  is  not  HLW.  (The  ^ 
latter  point  is  evident  frcm  the  proposal  | 
to  amend  10  CFR  60.2  to  provide  that  | 
a  residual  fraction  would  be  i 

"considered  an  incidental  waste  and, 
therefore,  not  HLW,”)  The  petitioners 
claim,  however,  that  wastes  stored  in 
tanks  at  Hanford  cannot  practicably  be 
classified  as  incidental  waste  (as 
opposed  to  HLW)  because  the  tanks 
contain  a  mixtture  of  wastes  from  a 
number  of  sorirces,  including 
reprocessing  of  reactor  fuel.  Moreover, 
the  petitioners  state  that  radionuclide 
inventories  are  estimates  subject  to 
substantial  rmcertainty,  owing  to  lack  of 
accurate  records.  Further,  the 
petitioners  assert  that  neither  DOE,  the 
Commission,  nor  the  petitioners  have 
adequate  information  regarding  the 
soxirce  and  composition  of  the  tank 
waste.  Hence,  the  petitioners  believe 
that  the  Commission  needs  to  establish 
both  a  procedure  and  a  standard  for 
making  an  evaluation  as  to  whether 
wastes  are  HLW  on  a  tank-by-tank  basis. 

The  petitioners  assert  that  the 
proposiM  amendment  is  essential  to 
provide  protection  of  the  future  health 
and  safety  of  the  citizens  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest. 

II.  Classification  of  DOE  Reprocessing 
Wastes 

At  Hanford  and  other  sites,  questions 
have  arisen  regarding  the  classification 
of  reprocessing  wastes  for  which  DOE 
must  provide  disposal.  In  the  long¬ 
standing  view  of  the  Commission,  these 
questions  must  be  resolved  by 
examining  the  source  of  the  wastes  in 
question.  The  reason  for  this  is  that 
when  Congress  assigned  to  NRC  the 
licensing  authority  over  certain  DOE 
facilities  for  “high-level  radioactive 
wastes,"  the  Congress  was  referring  to 
those  materials  encompassed  within  the 
meaning  of  the  term  "high-level 
radioactive  waste”  in  Appendix  F  of  10 
CFR  Part  50.  (For  a  full  statement  of  this 
position,  see  the  discussion  presented  in 
the  Commission’s  advance  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking,  "Definition  of 
High-Level  Radioactive  Waste”  (52  FR 
5993,  February  27, 1987).)  Accordingly, 
any  facility  to  be  used  for  the  disposal 
of  "those  aqueous  wastes  resulting  frnm 
the  operation  of  the  first  cycle  solvent 
extraction  system,  or  equivalent . . ."  as 
HLW  is  defined  in  Appendix  F  to  Part 
50,  must  be  licensed  by  the  NRC  Most 
of  the  waste  storage  tanks  at  Savannah 
River  (South  Carolina),  West  Valley 
(New  York),  and  Hanford  contain  wastes 
that  meet  this  definition,  and  the 
facilities  to  be  used  for  disposal  of  these 
wastes  are.  therefore,  potentially  subject 
to  NRC  licensing  jurisdiction. 
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However,  when  the  Appendix  P 
dehnition  was  promulgated,  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  specifically  noted 
that  the  term  HLW  did  not  include 
‘‘incidontal’*  waste  resulting  from 
reprocessing  plant  operations,  su(dr  as 
ion  exidianga  beds,  ^dges,  and 
contaminated  laboratory  hems,  such  as 
clothing,  tools,  and  equipment.  Neither 
were  radioactive  hulls  and  other 
irracfiated  and  contaminated  fuel 
structural  hardware  encompassed  by  the 
Appendix  F  definition.  Under  the  same 
reasoning,  as  the  Commission  has 
previously  indicated,  incidental  wastes 
mnerated  in  further  treatment  of  ffi.W 
^.g..  salt  residues  or  miscellaneous 
trash  from  waste  glass  p>rocessin^ 
would  be  outside  the  Appendix  F 
definition. 

In  the  cases  of  Savannah  River  and 
West  Valley  wastes.  DOE  plans  to 
retrieve  the  wastes  from  their  storage 
tanks  and  to  separate  essenti^ly  all  of 
the  radioactive  materials  for  eventual 
disposal  in  a  deep-geologic  lfi.VV 
reposhory.*  Accordingly,  the  projected 
recovery  of  HLW  from  me  wastes  in 
tank  storage  at  those  sites  will  be 
sufficiently  complete  that  the 
decontaminated  salts  and  other  residual 
wastes  are  classified  as  “incidental”' 
(i.*..  non-HLW).  The  NRC  will  have  no 
regulatory  authority,  under  Section  202 
of  the  Energy  Reorganization  Act.  over 
DC^s  fiaci^ies  to  be  used  for 
processing  and  dis{>osal  of  the 
incidentar  waste. 

At  Hanford,  DOE  plans  to  proce^  the 
wastes  presently  stewed  in  double-rfiell 
tanks  in  a  manner  similar  to  that 
planned  for  the  wastes  at  Savannah 
River  and  West  Valley.  Such  procressing 
would  separate  most  of  the  radioactive 
constituents  of  the  wastes  for  eventvial 
dwp-gaologic  repository  disposal  and. 
the  residual  salts  would  be  disposed  of 
onsite  in  a  shallow,  near-surface 
concrete-like  grout  facility.  (Plans  lor 
processing  of  single-shell  tank  wastes 
have  been  defend.)  However, 
cla.ssification  of  the  Hanford  double- 
shell  tank  wastes  has  proven  more 
difficult  tlian  classification  of  Savannah 
River  and  West  Valley  wastes.  At 
Hanford,  many  of  the  primary 
reprocessing  wastes  were  generated 
using  older  separation  technokt^es. 


‘See  52  FR  5992.  February  27, 1987  (definitioa 
of  "high-level  waste"),  n.  1,  where  the  Commission 
characterizes  as  "incidental  waste,"' the 
decontaminated  sait  with  residual  aettvitiw  on  the 
order  of  1.560  nO/g  Cs-t37.  30  nO/g  Sr-90;  2  nCiA 
g  Pu.  as  described  in  the  Department  of  Energy’s 
PEIS'  on  long-lenn  management  of  defense  HLW  at 
the  Savannah  River  Pfant,  DOE/EIS-0023,  7979; 
Although  an  EIS  has  not  yet  been  published  for  the 
West  Valfey  EJemonstration  Protect,  pteKminary 
estimates- indicale  the  Mkelihoodof  an  equivalent 
degree  of  separation. 


which  resulted  h»  substantial  thlutfon  of 
those  wastes  wim  nonradioaetive 
materials;  In  addition,  many  of  the  tanks 
at  Hanford  contain  mixtures  of  wastes 
from  both  reprocessing  sources  and 
other  sources.  Finally,  recordkeeping  at 
Hanfrnd  was  not  alwa3rs  thorou^ 
enou^  to  allow  precise  determinations 
of  the  origins  of  the  wastes  now  present 
in  specific  tanks  at  Hanford.  For  these 
reasons,  some  of  the  Hanford  tank 
wastes  emmot  be  readily  classified  as 
either  HLW  or  incidental  wastes  using 
only  the-  definitions  and  concepts 
discussed  ^xnre. 

Taking  into  account  these 
UBcertainties  and  their  implicatioiis 
with  respect  to  NRC  jurisdiction,  the 
NRC  ana  DOE  staff  held  several 
meetings  to  explore  the  situation  in 
detaiL  A  principal  Directive  of  these 
meetings  was  to  ascertain,  to  the  extent 
ptacticable,  whether  some  or  aU  of  the 
wastes  ^ould  be  regarded  as  HLW  and 
whether,  on  the  other  hand,  some  or  all 
of  the  wastes  should  be  classified  as 
non-HLW.  Several  things  became  clear 
as  a  result  of  these  me^ings. 

First,  management  reco^  were 
adequate  for  DCffi  to  determine  that  two 
doi^le-shell  waste  tanks  do  not  contain 
wastes  from  leprocessing  of  reactor 
fuels.  Therefore,  these  wastes  cl«»ly  do 
not  contaiu  I&,W  within  the  Appendix 
F  definition.  The  NRC  agreed  with  DOE 
that  any  disposal  facility  intended 
exclusively  for  these  wastes  would  not 
be  subject  to  NRC  licensing  airthority. 

Second,  DOE  has  carried  out  a 
"material  balance”  analysis  of  waste* 
management  activities  at  Hanford.  This 
analysis  estimated  the  total  amount  of 
"first  cycle  reprocessing  wastes" 
generated  at  Hanford  and.  to  the  extent 
practical,  the  cvirxent  location  of  those 
wastes  The  DOE  proposed  onsite  grout 
disposal  of  the  residual  waste  from  the 
double-shell  tank  waste  processing 
would  be  only  a  small  fraction  of  the 
reprocessing  wastes  originally  generated 
at  the  site. 

Finally,  DOE  studied  possible 
technologies  for  additional  waste 
processing,  and  agreed  to  remove  the 
largest  practical  amount  of  radioactive 
material  from  double-shell  tank  wastes 
prior  to  disposal  in  onsite  grout 
facilities.  This  commitment  by  DOE. 
coupled  with  the  material-balance  study 
indicatingthat  most  of  the  originally- 
generated  radioactive  material  would  be 
recovered,  ted  the  NRC  staff  to  conclude 
that  the  residual  waste  material  should 
be  classified  as  incidmital  waste,  since 
they  are  wastes  incidental  to  the  process 
of  recovering  HLW.  With  this 
classification.  IX£  could  proceed  with 
osksite  disposal  of  such  huadentai 
wastes  in  a  grout  facility  without 


licensing  by  the  NRC.  R  ritould  be  noted 
that  if  t^  DC^  processing  operations  go 
as  planned,  the  residnal  activity  of  th^ 
incidental  wastes  would  beb^ow  the 
concentration  limits  for  Class  C  wastes* 
under  the  waste  classification  criteria  of 
lOCFRpartftl. 

Folfowing  its  review,  die  NRC  staff, 
by  letter  da^  Septeml^  25, 1969,  from 
R.M.  Bemero,  Dii^or,  Office  of 
Pfiiclear  Material  Safety  and  Safeguards, 
NRC,  to  A.f.  IKzzo,  Assistant  hfenager 
for  Operations,  Riddand  Operations 
Office,  DOE,  endorsed  DOE’s  plans  to 
sample  and  analyze  the  grout  feeds 
befove  disposal  in  cm  efi^  to  ctnitrol 
the  final  composition  of  the  grout  feed. 
However,  the  staff  imfieated  that  if  DC^ 
were  to  find,  in  the  course  of  conducting 
the  sampling  program,  that  the 
inventories  of  key  radionuclides 
entering  the  grout  fedfity  are 
signifio^Iy  higher  dian  previously 
estimated.  DOE  diouid  notify  the  NRC 
and  other  afiected  parties  in  a  timely 
manner. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the 
appropriate  classification  of  some 
Hanfoi^  wastes  remains  to  be 
determined — specifically,  any  single- 
shdl  tank  wastes,  and  any  empty  but 
still  contaminated  waste  tanks  DOE 
might  dispose  of  m-plaoe.  For  both 
types  of  wastes,  a  case-by-case 
dderminatkm  of  the  appropriate  waste 
classification  mig^  be  necessary. 

III.  Diacussaea 

The  petition  Ibr  rulemaking  presents 
two  basic  issues.  The  question  is  not 
whether  "high-level  waste"  should  be 
interpreted  by  reference  to  the  source- 
based  concef^  derived  finm  appmidix  F 
to  10  CFR  part  50.  The  petitioners  agree 
that  this  is  proper.  Nor  is  there  any 
fundamental  challenge  tethe  concept 
that  "incidental  wastes"  are  excluded 
from  the  definition  of  "high-level 
waste."  The  issues  are  much  narrower 
ones.  The  first  issue  is  a  substantive 
one — the  criteria  to  be  applied  in 
differentiating  incidental  waste  from 
high-level  waste.  The  second  issue  is  a 

Erocedural  one — the  process  that  should 
a  employed  by  the  Commission  in 
arriving  at  a  judgment  whether  or  not  it 
has  jurisdiction  over  particular 
facilities.  These  will  be  addressed  in 
turn. 

A.  The  Standard  for  Ciassification 
We  first  address  the  standard  that 
should  be  employed  in  distinguishing 
high-level  waste  from  incidental  waste. 
In  doing  so,  we  strive  to  apply  tiie 
policies  that  imdertie  the  adoption  of 
appendix  F  to  16  CFR  part  50  (and, 
hence,  section  202  of  the  Energy 
Reorgarrizatkm  Act>. 
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The  petitioners  suggest  that  the 
proper  standard,  to  be  applied  on  a 
tank-by-tank  basis,  is  to  consider  all 
processing  streams  to  be  high-level 
waste  \mless  they  have  been  treated, 
prior  to  disposal,  "to  remove  the  largest 
technically  achievable  amount  of 
radioactivity."  Adoption  of  such  a 
criterion  would  certainly  serve  the  goal, 
which  had  been  contemplated  by  the 
Commission,  of  removing  the  hazardous 
process  streams  to  a  geologic  repository 
for  permanent  storage.  It  is  not  the  only 
standard,  however,  that  would  suffice 
for  this  purpose,  particularly  when  it  is 
viewed  in  a  broader  regulatory  context. 

The  clearest  expression  of  the  overall 
regulatory  objectives  is  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission’s  (ABC's) 
explanatory  statement  when  it 
promulgate  appendix  F — ^namely,  "that 
the  public  interest  requires  that  a  high 
degree  of  decontamination  capability  be 
included  in  such  facilities  and  that  any 
residual  radioactive  contamination  after 
decommissioning  be  sufficiently  low  as 
not  to  represent  a  hazard  to  the  public 
health  and  safety."  35  FR  17530, 
November  14, 1970.  As  we  read  the 
ABC’s  intent,  the  reference  to  “a  high 
degree  of  decontamination  capability” 
leaves  a  substantial  degree  of  discretion. 
It  certainly  does  not  rule  out 
consideration  of  economic  factors  as 
well  as  technical  ones.  It  was  the  ABC’s 
contemporaneous  practice  to  consider 
financial  impacts  as,  for  example,  in 
controlling  releases  of  radioactive 
materials  from  licensed  facilities  to  the 
lowest  levels  "technically  and 
economically  practical."  ABC  Manual 
Chapter  0511.  When  the  ABC  spoke  of 
a  "high  degree"  of  decontamination 
capability,  we  believe  that  it  was  guided 
by  similar  considerations.  Moreover, 
from  a  policy  standpoint,  this  makes 
good  sense,  for  so  long  as  there  is 
adequate  protection  of  public  health  and 
safety,  it  would  not  be  prudent  to 
expend  potentially  vast  sums  without  a 
commensurate  expectation  of  benefit  to 
health  and  the  environment. 

Achieving  a  "high  degree  of 
decontamination  capability"  implies, 
then,  that  the  facility  should  separate  for 
disposal  as  much  of  the  radioactivity  as 
possible,  using  processes  that  are 
technically  and  economically  practical. 
In  addition,  however,  as  the  ABC’s 
statement  indicates,  the  residual 
radioactive  contamination  should  be 
sufficiently  low  as  not  to  endanger 
public  health  and  safety. 

These  principles — high 
decontamination  capability  and 
protection  of  health  and  safety — are  the 
essential  benchmarks  that  have 
influenced  the  development  of  NRC’s 
position  vis-a-vis  DOE  on  the  question 


of  the  proper  classification  of  the  tank 
wastes  and  grout  at  Hanford. 

When  the  question  regarding 
classification  of  wastes  was  first  raised, 
the  NRC  stafi  identified  to  DOE  some 
approaches  that  might  be  used  in 
distinguishing  HLW  frx>m  incidental 
waste.  One  approach  was  expressed  as 
follows:  * 

As  an  alternative  approach,  we  suggest  that 
DOE  attempt  an  overall  material  balance  for 
HLW  at  the  Hanford  site,  using  the  source- 
based  meaning  of  HLW.  It  is  hoped  that  this 
approach  might  provide  a  more  efficient 
means  of  identi^ng  those  wastes  subject  to 
licensing  by  NRC  imder  terms  of  the  1974 
Energy  Reorganization  Act.  Under  this 
approach,  if  DOE  could  demonstrate  that  the 
largest  practical  amount  of  the  total  site 
activity  attributable  to  "first-cycle  solvent 
extraction”  wastes  has  been  segregated  for 
disposal  as  HLW,  then  NRC  would  view  the 
residual  as  a  non-HLW.  We  would  anticipate 
that  at  least  90  percent  of  the  activity  would 
have  been  separated  in  this  way.  Thus,  if  it 
can  be  shown  that  DOE  has  proces.sed  the 
waste  with  the  intent  to  dispose  of  the  HLW 
in  a  reposito^  or  other  appropriate  licensed 
facility,  leaving  behind  only  a  small  fraction 
of  only  moderately  radioactive  material,  then 
the  goals  stated  in  10  CFR  part  50  appendix 
F  and  incorporated  in  the  Energy 
Reorganization  Act  would  have  been 
satisfied;  and  the  disposal  of  the  residual 
would  accordingly  not  be  subject  to  NRC 
licensing. 

In  response,  DOE  considered  the 
practicality  of  various  waste  processing 
alternatives  and  presented  the  results  of 
its  study  by  letter  dated  March  6, 1989.  ^ 
The  results  were  also  presented  at  a 
meeting  among  interested  parties, 
including  the  petitioners,  held  on 
August  4, 1989.  (Minutes  of  the  meeting 
are  available  for  public  inspection  in  the 
NRC  Public  Document  Room)  DOE’s 
"baseline”  disposal  plans  would  have 
recovered  all  but  about  12-13  million 
curies  of  cesium-137,  together  with 
lesser  activities  of  strontium-90, 
transuranics,  and  other  radionuclides.  * 
DOE’s  study  indicated  the  practicality  of 
removing  an  additional  6  million  curies 


^  Letter  from  Michael ).  Bell,  Chief,  Regulatory 
Branch,  Division  of  Low-Level  Waste  Management 
and  Decommissioning,  OfTice  of  Nuclear  Material 
Safety  and  Safeguards,  NRC,  to  Ronald  E.  Gerton, 
Director,  Waste  Management  Division,  Richland 
Operations  Office,  DOE,  November  29, 1988.  The 
letter  included  some  “suggested  criteria”  involving 
a  “good  faith”  effort  to  achieve  isolation  of  HLW 
from  nonradioactive  salts,  such  an  effort  to  be 
judged,  as  a  practical  matter,  by  considering  (among 
other  things)  alternative  separation  processes. 

*  Letter  from  A. ).  Rizzo,  Assistant  Manager  for 
Operations,  Richland  Operations  Office,  DOE,  to 
Robert  M.  Bemero,  Director,  Office  of  Nuclear 
Materials  Safety  and  Safeguards,  NRC.  March  6, 
1989. 

''DOE  noted  in  the  March  6, 1989  letter  from 
Rizzo  to  Bemero  that,  based  on  limited  available 
analytical  data,  the  total  cesium-137  could  be  as 
much  as  20  million  curies  versus  the  12-13  million 
estimate. 


of  cesium-137  for  repository  disposal. 
DOE  proposed  to  remove  this  additional 
6  million  curies  of  ce8iiun-137.  DOE 
also  identified  additional  treatment 
alternatives,  with  their  associated  costs, 
which  it  viewed  as  not  being 
economically  practical.  DOE’s  material 
balance  showed  that,  after  the  residue 
from  the  double-shell  tank  wastes  is 
grouted.  2  to  3  percent  of  the  key 
radionuclides  which  originally  entered 
all  Hanford  tanks  would  be  disposed  of 
as  LLW  in  near-surface  vaults.  The 
concentrations  of  radionuclides  in  the 
grout  would  be  comparable  to  Class  C 
for  cesium  and  transuranic  wastes,  and 
to  Class  A  or  B  for  the  remainder.  *  DOE 
also  noted  certain  en^neering  and 
institutional  factors  that  might 
compensate,  espedally  as  to  potential 
intrusion  hazards,  for  the  possibility 
that  the  total  amount  of  waste  that 
would  be  grouted  would  be  greater  than 
the  amount  of  Class  C  waste  that  mi^t 
be  contained  in  a  typical  commercim 
burial  ground. 

Based  on  its  review  of  DOE’s  March 
6. 1989  submission,  the  NRC  staff 
concluded  that  DOE’s  proposed 
processing  would  remove  the  largest 
practical  amount  of  total  site  activity, 
attributable  to  HLW,  for  disposal  in  a 
deep  geologic  repository.  This  finding 
was  based  on:  (1)  Past  and  planned 
treatment  of  the  tank  wastes;  (2) 
radionuclide  concentration  and  material 
balance;  and  (3)  cost-efiectiveness  of 
additional  radionuclide  removal.  These 
conclusions  reflected  DOE’s 
undertakings  both  to  achieve  a  high 
degree  of  separation  and  to  provide 
protection  of  public  health  and  safety. 
As  a  result,  the  staff  concluded  that  the 
expected  residual  waste  would  not  be 
high-level  waste  and  would  thus  not  be 
subject  to  NRC  licensing  authority.  The 
staff  thereupon  advised  DOE  that  NRC 
agreed  that  the  criteria  used  by  DOE  for 
classification  of  the  grout  feed  are 
appropriate  and  that  the  grout  facility 
for  the  disposal  of  the  double-shell  tank 
waste  would  not  he  subject  to  NRC 
licensing  authority.*^ 


*  NRC  understood  this  statement  to  connote  that 
cesium-137  and  transuranic  radionuclides  in  the 
residual  waste  would  be  less  than  the  concentration 
limits  for  Class  C  low-level  waste,  as  defined  in 
NRC's  requirements  in  10  CFR  Part  61,  and  that  the 
concentration  of  other  radionuclides  would  be  less 
than  the  concentration  limits  for  Class  A  or  B  low- 
level  waste.  , 

*  Letter  from  Robert  M.  Bemero,  Director,  Office 
of  Nuclear  Material  Safety  and  Safeguards,  NRC,  to 
A. ).  Rizzo,  Assistant  Manager  for  Operations, 
Richland  Operations  Office,  DOE.  September  2S, 
1989.  The  lettOT  also  called  upon  DOE  to  advise 
NRC  periodically  of  the  anal3^ical  results  of 
samples  of  key  radionuclides  entering  the  grout 
facility,  so  that  the  classification  of  the  waste  might 
be  reconsidered  if  the  inventories  were  significantly 
higher  than  DOE  had  estimated. 
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At  a  meeting  in  Richland,  Washington 
on  July  16, 1992,  DOE  staff  presented 
more  detailed  double-shell  tank  waste 
processing  options  and,  based  on  recent 
analyses,  summarized  available 
information  on  the  characteristics  of 
waste  within  the  tanks.  DOE’s  current 
estimate  of  the  total  amount  of 
radioactivity  proposed  for  disposal  in 
grout  in  near-surface  vaults  is  within 
earlier  range  estimates  but  is  now 
believed  to  be  nearer  the  upper  end  of - 
the  range.  DOE  also  clarified  its 
intention  to  apply  criteria  comparable  to 
the  Performance  Objectives  set  out  in  10 
CFR  part  61.  Among  other  things,  these 
performance  objectives  include 
numerical  radiation  exposure  limits  for 
protection  of  the  general  population 
from  releases  of  radioactivity  and 
requires  a  design  to  achieve  long-term 
stability  of  the  disposal  site. 

EXDE  intends  to  complete  a 
reassessment  of  the  tank  waste 
processing  options  by  March  1993.  This 
reassessment,  the  NRC  staff 
understands,  will  include  a 
reexamination  of  the  practicality  of 
achieving  higher  degrees  of  separation, 
particularly  with  respect  to  those  tanks 
that  contain  substantial  quantities  of  key 
radionuclides. 

Assuming  implementation  of  DOE’s 
plans  as  described  above,  the 
Commission  concludes  that  any 
radioactive  material  from  the  double 
shell  tanks  that  is  deposited  in  the  grout 
facility  would  not  be  high-level 
radioactive  waste  subject  to  NRC’s 
licensing  jurisdiction.  The 
responsibility  for  safely  managing  those 
wastes  rests  with  the  Department  of 
Energy.  The  basis  for  the  Commission’s 
conclusion  is  that  the  reprocessing 
wastes  disposed  of  in  the  grout  facility 
would  be  “incidental”  wastes  because 
of  DOE’s  assurances  that  they:  (1)  Have 
been  processed  (or  will  be  further 
processed)  to  remove  key  radionuclides 
to  the  maximum  extent  ^at  is 
technically  and  economically  practical; 
(2)  will  be  incorporated  in  a  solid 
physical  form  at  a  concentration  that 
does  not  exceed  the  applicable 
concentration  limits  for  Class  C  low- 
level  waste  as  set  out  in  10  CFR  part  61; 
and  (3)  are  to  be  managed,  pursuant  to 
the  Atomic  Energy  Act.  so  that  safety 
requirements  comparable  to  the 
performance  objectives  set  out  in  10 
CFR  part  61  are  satisfied. 

The  petitioners  also  requested  that  the 
Commission  exercise  oversight  to  assure 
that  the  grout  meets  temperature 
requirements  for  low-level  waste  forms. 
They  acknowledge  that  DOE’s  vault 
design  is  protective  of  human  health 
and  the  environment  if  heat  produced 
by  residual  radioactivity,  together  with 


heat  generated  frem  reactions  during  the 
grout  process,  is  kept  within  defined 
limits.  'They  present  no  technical  data  to 
suggest  that  achievement  of  these 
temperature  controls  presents  any 
unusual  engineering  ^allenge.  In  any 
event,  inasmuch  as  the  Commission 
does  not  consider  the  grout  produced  in 
accordance  with  DOE’s  plans  to  be  high- 
level  waste,  it  does  not  have  the 
authority  to  carry  out  this  oversight 
function. 

B.  Procedural  Issues 

1.  Whether  Rulemaking  Is  Necessary 
and  Desirable 

The  petitioners  urge  that  the 
Commission  initiate  rulemaking 
procedures  that  would  result  in  the 
establishment  of  substantive  criteria  for 
determining  whether  particular 
radioactive  wastes  either  are  or  are  not 
high-level  waste.  Generally,  a  decision 
whether  to  proceed  by  rulemaking  (as 
requested)  or  to  make  determinations  in 
individual,  ad  hoc  litigation  lies  within 
the  informed  discretion  of  the  cognizant 
administrative  agency.  Rulemaking  is 
most  appropriate  where  an  agency  seeks 
to  establish  a  general  principle,  having 
prospective  effect,  to  be  applied  in  a 
wide  variety  of  factual  contexts.  Where 
the  issue  before  an  agency  involves  the 
application  of  law  to  a  very  specific 
existing  fact  situation,  especially  where 
that  situation  is  not  representative  of 
other  matters  that  may  need  to  be 
decided  by  the  agency,  then  it  is  clearly 
more  efficient  and  more  to  the  point  to 
decide  by  a  process  of  adjudication  (i.e., 
on  a  case-by-case  basis). 

Applying  these  principles  to  the 
petition  at  hand,  the  Commission  has 
little  difficulty  in  concluding  that 
rulemaking  is  neither  necessary  nor 
desirable.  Reprocessing  wastes  are 
located  at  only  four  principal  locations 
in  the  United  States.  The  Commission 
has  previously  determined  that  the 
residual  contamination  anticipated  firom 
proposed  operations  at  Savannah  River 
should  be  characterized  as  incidental 
waste  and  not  high-level  waste  (see  52 
FR  5993,  Feb.  27, 1987,  cited  above,  at 
footnote  1.)  Wastes  generated  at  the 
Idaho  Chemical  Processing  Plant  are 
markedly  different  from  those  at 
Hanford  and  Savannah.  Therefore,  if 
questions  about  classification  of  the 
Idaho  wastes  should  arise,  precedents 
established  at  Savannah  River  and 
Hanford  might  be  difficult  to  apply.  Any 
wastes  at  the  Western  New  York 
Nuclear  Service  Center  will  require 
treatment  in  accordance  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  the  West  Valley 
riemonstration  Project  Act. 


The  limited  practical  effect  of  the 
decision — i.e.,  restricted  to  the  Hanford 
tanks — ^is  reason  enough  to  proceed  by 
way  of  adjudication  instead  of 
rulemaking.  The  Commission  is 
persuaded  further  by  the  need  to  avoid 
making  premature  decisions  with 
respect  to  the  wastes  stored  at  Hanford 
in  single-shell  tanks  that  are  not  the 
subject  of  pending  treatment  plans.  If 
the  Commission  were  to  establish  rules 
to  apply  to  the  wastes  remaining  in 
those  tanks,  our  inquiry  would  have  to 
be  greatly  broaden^;  and  it  might 
become  necessary  to  consider  a  wide 
range  of  situations  that  might  or  might 
not  ever  come  to  pass  in  the  future. 

2.  Whether  the  Commission  Is 
Adequately  Informed 

Petitioners  suggest  that  their  proposed 
procedures,  which  include  detailed 
tank-by-tank  assessments,  are  necessary 
to  ensure  confidence  in  the  treatment 
process  employed  by  DOE  and  to  build 
confidence  that  the  treatment  standard 
is  bein^  met. 

The  issue  to  be  decided  by  the 
Commission  is  a  much  narrower  one:  It 
is  merely  to  determine  whether  the 
activities  being  undertaken  by  the 
Department  of  Energy  fall  within  the 
NRC’s  statutory  jurisdiction.  As  in  the 
case  of  other  persons  whose  activities 
may  fall  within  our  regulatory  sphere, 
the  Commission  may  firom  time  to  time 
demand  information  so  as  to  be  able  to 
determine  whether  or  not  to  initiate  an 
enforcement  action.  The  NRC  staff  has 
acted  in  this  manner  in  its  inquiries  to 
IX)E.  It  has  obtained  and  evaluated 
information  that  is  relevant  and  material 
to  a  determination  whether  or  not  the 
proposed  activities  of  the  DOE  are 
subject  to  NRC  licensing  jurisdiction. 

All  the  information  obtained  and 
evaluated  has  been  made  available 
contemporaneously  to  the  public. 

Moreover,  as  a  practical  matter,  NRC 
recognized  the  uncertainties  associated 
with  the  projected  radionuclide 
inventories  in  the  tank  wastes  and 
endorsed  DOE  plans  for  sampling  and 
analyzing  the  grout  feeds  before 
disposal.  The  objective  of  these  efforts  is 
to  control  the  final  composition  of  the 
grout  wastes.  If  DOE  finds  that  it  can  no 
longer  assure  that  these  wastes  will  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  criteria 
previously  discussed,  DOE  should 
notify  NRC. 

If  a  standard  of  “largest  technically 
achievable  amount  *  *  *  will  be 
isolated”  were  to  be  applied,  then  the 
facts  submitted  by  DOE  might  not  be 
sufficient  to  conclude  that  NRC  lacked 
jurisdiction.  However,  the  proper 
standard  includes  considerations  of 
economical  practicality  as  well.  As 
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indicated  in  an  earlier  part  of  this 
decision,  the  Commission  has  obtained 
information  that  is  sufficirat  for  this 
purpose. 

3.  Future  Adjudications 

The  petitioners  contemplate  that  if  a 
rule  were  to  be  adopted  in  accordance 
with  their  proposal,  particular 
determinations  of  how  specific  wastes 
would  be  characterized  would  be  *Teft 
to  individual  adjudicative  proceedings.'* 
The  NRC  infers  that  the  “proceedings’* 
contemplated  by  petitioners  are 
licensing  activities  of  the  kinds 
specified  in  Section  189  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act.  as  amended.  42  U.S.C.  2239. 
Adjudications  in  this  type  of  proceeding 
are  in  some  cases  to  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  hearing  provisions 
of  subpart  L  of  10  CFR  part  2. 

These  procedures  are  often 
appropriate  with  respect  to  activities 
that  are  subject  to  NRC  regulatory  and 
licensing  authority.  However,  the  NRC 
is  reluctant  to  employ  them  in  the 
context  that  is  proposed — to  determine 
whether  NRC  has  jurisdiction  in  the  first 
place.  To  do  so  would  entail  the 
conduct  of  an  adjudicatory  proceeding 
in  order  to  see  whether  another 
adjudicatory  licensing  proceeding  must 
be  held.  More  importantly,  the 
Commission  considers  that  the  existing 
record  contains  all  the  factual 
informaticm  needed  for  a  decision  and 
that  no  unresolved  material  factual 
issues  remain  that  would  require  further 
proceedings. 

4.  Other  Considerations 

While  both  NRC  and  DOE  have 
focused  their  attention  upon  the 
meaning  of  the  statutory  term  "high- 
level  waste**  and  its  application  to  the 
materials  in  storage  at  Hanford,  other 
considerations  might  come  into  play  in 
determining  whether  or  not  DOE 
activities  are  subject  to  licensing.  In 
particular,  it  should  be  recalled  that 
NRC  exercises  licensing  authority  under 
section  202(4)  only  as  to  "facilities 
authorized  for  the  express  purpose  of 
subsequent  long-term  storage  of  (DOE- 
generated]  high-level  waste.**  The 
content  of  individual  waste  tanks  is  by 
no  means  dispositive  of  the  question 
whether  the  facilities  for  storage  of  the 
treated  waste  are  subject  to  licensing.  A 
number  of  other  factors  may  be  relevant 
and  material  as  well:  (1)  What  are  the 
limits,  geographically  and  functionally, 
of  "facilities";  (2)  have  those  facilities 
been  “authorized”  (and  by  whom  is 
such  authorization  requir^);  and  (3) 
have  those  facilities  h^n  authorized 
"for  the  express  purpose  of  subsequent 
long-term  storage  of  high-level  waste*’ 
where  those  who  may  authorize  the 


facility  make  no  express  mention  of 
high-level  waste?  It  is  not  necessary  for 
the  Commission  to  address  these 
questions  at  length  in  order  to  dispose 
of  the  pending  petition. 

IV.  Public  Comments  on  the  Petition 

The  NRC  received  letters  from  12 
commenters.  Two  letters  were  from 
other  Federal  agencies,  two  were  from 
public  interest  groups,  one  was  from  a 
nuclear  industry  corporation,  and  seven 
were  from  private  individuals.  Most 
comments  were  opposed  to  the  petition. 

A.  Process  and  Standards  Proposed  in 
Petition 

Several  comments  expressed  concern 
that  granting  the  petition  would  have  an 
adverse  eftect  on  the  timely  disposal  of 
radioactive  waste  at  Hanfonl.  Tliis  was 
a  concern  because  many  of  the  Hanford 
waste  tanks  were  seen  as  nearing  or 
exceeding  their  design  life.  The 
provisions  of  the  rulemaking  proposed 
in  the  petition  were  viewed  as  limiting 
DOE’S  flexibility  in  selecting  the  most 
efiective  processes  for  waste  treatment 
and  disposal.  The  petitioner's  request 
that  "b^  available  technology"  be  used 
in  removing  HLW  material  from  the 
tank  wastes  was  seen  as  ignoring  costs 
of  disposal,  exposures  to  workers,  and 
environmental  impacts. 

Some  comments  disputed  the 
petitioner’s  claim  that  the  rulemaking 
proposed  in  the  petition  would  offer  a 
better  process  for  classification  and 
disposal  of  the  Hanford  tank  wastes. 
These  commenters  did  not  see  any 
advantage  in  the  proposed  process  over 
the  process  for  classification  and 
disposal  currently  in  use.  One  comment 
suggested  that  the  Commission’s 
rulemaking  requiring  disposal  of 
Greater-than-Class  C  waste  in  a  geologic 
repository  or  Commission-approved 
alternative  (53  FR  17710,  May  19. 1989) 
might  force  DOE  to  allocate  resources  to 
handle  the  hazards,  rather  than  to  waste 
further  time  fruitlessly  searching  for 
ways  to  remove  more  and  more  activity 
from  one  part  of  the  waste.  The  action 
proposed  by  the  petitioners  was  viewed 
as  not  increasing  the  safety  of  disposal 
of  the  waste. 

The  Commission  believes  that 
adherence  to  the  standard  of  technical 
and  economic  practicality  generally 
reflects  agreement  with  these  comments. 

B.  Creation  of  a  Risk-Based 
Classification  System 

Several  comments,  while  noting  that 
the  rulemaking  proposed  by  the  petition 
would  not  do  so.  favored  creation  of  a 
risk-based  system  of  radioactive  wekste 
classification. 


The  Commission  has  previously 
addressed  the  costs  and  benefits  of 
creating  a  new  system  of  radioactive 
waste  classification.  Its  rationale  for  not 
doing  so  is  outlined  in  the  statement  of 
considerations  to  the  proposed  part  61 
rulemaking  on  disposal  of  Greater-than 
Class  C  waste  (53  FR  17709,  May  18, 
1988).  Further  consideration  of  these 
issues  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
proposed  rulemaking  action. 

C.  NRC  Licensing  Authority 

Some  comments  focused  on  the 
licensing  authority  of  NRC  over  the 
Hanford  tank  wastes.  DOE  stated  that 
the  rulemaking  suggested  in  the  petition 
would  involve  NRC  in  regulation  of 
DOE’S  predisposal  waste  treatment  and 
processing  activities,  which  would  be 
inconsistent  with  NRC  authority  to 
license  specific  DOE  facilities  under  the 
Energy  Reorganization  Act  of  1974. 
Another  commenter  stated  that  the 
proposed  rulemaking  was  inconsistent 
with  the  statutory  responsibilities  of 
DOE  and  NRC.  Tnese  arguments  have 
already  been  discussed,  and  require  no 
further  response.  It  may  be  emphasized, 
however,  that  even  if  the  Commission 
were  found  to  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
disposal  facilities,  it  would  not  regulate 
either  the  tanks  themselves  or  the 
facilities  being  used  to  process  the 
wastes  in  these  tanks;  and  there  is 
reason  for  concern  that  implementation 
of  the  petitioner’s  proposal  might  draw 
the  Commission  improperly  into 
regulation  of  those  facilities. 

A  commenter  concluded  that  DOE 
was  currently  in  violation  of  10  CFR 
30  requirements  for  a  license 
use  various  near-surface  waste 
disposal  facilities  at  Hanford  are  being 
used  for  "long-term  storage"  of  high- 
level  radioactive  waste.  The  issue  is  not 
pertinent  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
petition.  However,  in  any  case,  the 
comment  does  not  take  into 
consideration  the  judicial  interpretation 
of  the  term  in  Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council,  Inc.  v.  U.S.  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission,  606  F.2d  1261 
(D.C,  Qr.,  1979).  The  D.C.  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals  ruled  in  this  case  in  support 
of  NRC’s  position  that  the  tanks  have 
not  been  authorized  for  use  as  long-term 
storage  or  disposal  and  are,  therefore, 
not  subject  to  NRC  licensing. 

D.  Public  Input 

A  number  of  comments  stressed  the 
importance  of  adequate  public  input 
into  decision  making  regarding  disposal 
of  the  Hanford  tank  wastes.  Some  called 
for  public  hearings  on  this  subject  to  be 
held  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  One 
commenter  noted  that  the  EIS  which 
was  done  for  Hanford  pnurided  the 
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opportunity  for  public  comment. 

Another  commenter  believed  that  the 
Conunission’s  rulemaking  procedures 
did  not  offer  the  public  abetter 
opportunity  for  input  than  does  the 
ciurent  licensing  procedure. 

As  indicated  in  the  Discussion  above, 
the  NRC’s  review  of  the  situation  with 
respect  to  the  double-walled  tanks  has 
been  carried  out  publicly  firom  the  start. 
Meetings  with  DOE  have  been  open,  and 
at  least  one  of  the  petitioners  (the  State 
of  Washington)  has  been  provided 
advance  notice  and  an  opportunity  to 
attend.  Documents  have  been  placed  in 
the  Public  Document  Room  and  have 
been  made  available  for  public 
inspection.  It  appears  to  the 
Commission  that  the  es^nce  of  the 
issue  concerns  the  appropriate  standard 
for  evaluating  whether  certain  wastes 
should  be  regarded  as  high-level  waste 
or  not.  Sufficient  factual  information  is 
available  to  carry  out  these  evaluations. 
Also,  the  petition  for  rulemaking  has 
afforded  an  opportunity  for  views  to  be 
expressed  with  respect  to  the 
appropriateness  of  the  standard. 

A  decision  that  NRC  lacks  licensing 
jurisdiction  does  not  mean  that 
opp>ortunities  for  public  input  will  be 
denied.  As  DOE  undertakes  its  waste 
management  activities,  it  will  afford 
opportunities  for  public  participation  to 
the  extent  required  by  its  own  enabling 
statutes,  regulations,  and  orders. 

E.  Other  Comments 

One  commenter  took  exception  to  the 
petitioner’s  claim  that  the  radioactive 
inventory  of  the  Hanford  tank  wastes 
was  inadequately  known.  The 
commenter  believed  that  the  contents  of 
the  tanks  can  be  bounded  well  enough 
to  judge  the  relative  safety  of  various 
di^osal  options. 

The  Commission  considers  the 
available  information  to  be  sufficiently 
bounded  to  enable  it  to  conclude  that 
DOE’S  proposed  operations  (with 
respect  to  the  material  stored  in  the 
double-shell  tanks)  can  result  in  the 
removal  horn  the  Hanford  double-shell 
tanks  of  as  much  of  the  radioactive 
waste  as  may  be  technically  and 
economically  practical,  and  that  the 
applicable  regulatory  objectives  have 
b^n  satisfied.  Once  these  judgments  are 
made,  it  is  not  the  NRC’s  role  to  judge 
the  relative  safety  of  various  disposal 
options,  and  we  decline  to  do  so. 

One  comment  stated  that  while  the 
petition  was  aimed  solely  at  the  Hanford 
tank  wastes,  its  provisions  could 
potentially  afi'ect  all  radioactive  wastes 
from  reprocessing,  including  those  at 
Savannah  River,  West  Valley,  and  the 
Idaho  National  Engineering  Laboratory. 
As  the  waste  management  programs  at 


these  other  sites  are  in  difierent  sta^ 
of  implementaticm,  the  impacts  of  me 
provisions  would  vary  from  site  to  site. 
As  indicated  above,  the  Commission  is 
sensitive  to  this  consideration  yet 
believes  that  the  specific  case  at  hand 
only  needs  to  be  addressed  at  this  time. 

Some  comments  urged  the 
Commission  not  to  change  ffie  present 
definition  of  HLW.  'The  ^mmission  is 
not  changing  the  present  definition. 

V.  Conclusion 

For  the  reasons  presented  in  this 
document,  ffie  petition  for  rulemaking  is 
denied. 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland  this  26th  day 
of  February,  1993. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Samuel ).  Chilk, 

Secretary  of  the  Commission. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4944  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 

14  CFR  Part  39 
[Docket  No.  93-NiyM)S-AO] 

Airworthiness  Directives;  Boeing 
Model  737  Series  Airplanes 

AGENCY:  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  DOT. 

ACnON:  Notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
(NPRM). _ 

SUMMARY:  This  document  proposes  ffie 
supersedure  of  an  existing  airworthiness 
directive  (AD),  applicable  to  certain 
Boeing  Model  737  series  airplanes,  that 
currently  requires  repetitive  inspections 
of  the  wing  main  tank  float  switch 
electrical  conduits  for  trapped  water, 
and  removal  of  the  water,  if  found,  liiis 
action  would  require  installation  of 
grease  in  the  interior  of  the  float  switch 
conduits,  which  would  terminate  the 
requirement  for  repetitive  inspections  of 
the  conduits.  This  action  would  also 
expand  the  applicability  of  the  rule. 

This  proposal  is  prompted  by  the 
development  of  a  modification  that 
would  preclude  the  possibility  for  water 
to  accumulate  in  the  conduits.  ‘The 
actions  specified  by  the  proposed  AD 
are  intended  to  prevent  fuel  leakage 
fi-om  the  wing  main  tanks,  which  could 
propagate  down  the  wing  leading  edge 
cavity,  on  to  the  respective  engine  tail 
pipe,  and  cause  an  external  fire  under 
the  wing. 

DATES:  Comments  must  be  received  by 
April  27, 1993. 

ADDRESSES:  Submit  comments  in 
triplicate  to  the  Federal  Aviation 


Administration  (FAA),  Transport 
Airplane  Directorate,  ANM-103, 
Attention:  Rules  Docket  No.  93-NM- 
05-AD,  1601  Lind  Avenue,  SW., 

Renton,  Washin^on  98055-4056. 
Comments  may  m  inspected  at  this 
location  between  9  a.m.  and  3  p.m., 
Monday  through  Friday,  except  Federal 
holidays. 

The  service  information  referenced  in 
the  proposed  rule  may  be  obtained  from 
Boeing  Commercial  Airplane  Group, 
P.O.  Box  3707,  Seattle,  Washington 
98124-2207.  ’Iliis  information  may  be 
examined  at  the  FAA,  Transport 
Airplane  Directorate,  1601  lind 
Avenue,  SW.,  Renton,  Washington. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Stephen  Bray,  Awospace  Engineer, 
Seattle  Aircraft  Certification  Office, 
Propulsion  Branch,  ANM-140S,  FAA, 
Transport  Airplane  Directorate,  1601 
Lind  Avenue,  SW.,  Renton,  Washington 
98055-4056:  telephone  (206)  227-2681; 
fax  (206)  227-1181. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  MFORMATTON: 

Comments  Invited 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
participate  in  the  making  of  the 
propo^  rule  by  submitting  such 
written  data,  views,  or  arguments  as 
they  may  desire.  Communications  shall 
identify  the  Rules  Docket  number  and 
be  submitted  in  triplicate  to  the  address 
specified  above.  All  communications 
received  on  or  before  the  closing  date 
for  comments,  specified  above,  will  be 
considered  before  taking  action  on  the 
proposed  rule.  ‘The  proposals  contained 
in  this  notice  may  be  changed  in  light 
of  the  comments  received. 

Comments  are  specifically  invited  on 
the  overall  regulatory,  economic, 
environmental,  and  energy  aspects  of 
the  proposed  rule.  All  comments 
submitted  will  be  available,  both  before 
and  after  the  closing  date  for  comments, 
in  the  Rules  Docket  for  examination  by 
interested  persons.  A  report 
summarizing  each  FAA-public  contact 
concerned  with  the  substance  of  this 
proposal  will  be  filed  in  the  Rules 
Docket. 

Commenters  wishing  the  FAA  to 
acknowledge  receipt  of  their  comments 
submitted  in  response  to  this  notice 
must  submit  a  self-addressed,  stamped 
postcard  on  which  the  following 
statement  is  made:  "Comments  to 
Docket  Number'93-NM-05-AD."  The 
pmstcard  will  be  date  stamp)ed  and 
returned  to  the  commenter. 

Availability  of  NPRMs 

Any  p)erson  may  obtain  a  copy  of  this 
NPRM  by  submitting  a  request  to  the 
FAA,  TranspKMl  Airplane  Directorate, 
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ANM-103,  Attention:  Rules  Docket  No. 
93-NM-05-AD,  1601  Lind  Avenue, 

SW.,  Renton,  Washington  98055-4056. 

Discussion 

On  September  12, 1991,  the  FAA 
issued  ^  91-20-11,  Amendment  39- 
8045  (56  FR  50042,  October  3. 1991),  to 
require  repetitive  inspections  of  the 
wing  main  tank  float  switch  electrical 
conduits  for  trapped  water,  and  removal 
of  the  water,  if  found.  That  action  was 
prompted  by  several  incidents  of  failure 
of  the  wing  main  tank  float  switch 
electrical  conduits.  The  requirements  of 
that  AD  are  intended  to  prevent  fuel 
leakage  from  the  wing  main  tanks, 
which  could  propagate  down  the  wing 
leading  edge  cavity,  on  to  the  respective 
engine  tail  pipe,  and  cause  an  external 
fire  under  the  wing. 

Since  the  issuance  of  that  AD,  the 
manufacturer  has  developed  a 
modification,  which  would  terminate 
the  requirement  for  repetitive 
inspections  of  the  wing  main  tank  float 
switch  electrical  conduits  required  by 
AD  91-20-11.  This  modification  would 
eliminate  the  possibility  for  water  to 
accumulate  in  the  conduits  by  installing 
grease,  which  is  insoluble  in  fuel,  in  the 
airspace  of  the  conduits. 

Tne  FAA  has  reviewed  and  approved 
Boeing  Service  Letter  737-SL-28-42, 
dated  December  15, 1992,  that  describes 
procedives  for  the  installation  of  grease 
in  the  interior  of  the  float  switch 
conduits.  The  manufacturer  has 
accomplished  this  procedure,  prior  to 
delivery,  on  airplanes  having  line 
positions  2429  and  subsequent.  This 
service  letter  also  adds  airplanes  to  the 
effectivity:  these  additional  airplanes 
have  been  identified  as  subject  to  the 
same  unsafe  condition  as  those 
airplanes  listed  in  the  eflectivity  of  the 
service  letter  issued  previously. 

Since  an  unsafe  condition  has  been 
identified  that  is  likely  to  exist  or 
develop  on  other  products  of  this  same 
type  design,  the  proposed  AD  would 
supersede  AD  91-20-11  to  require 
installation  of  grease  in  the  interior  of 
the  float  switch  conduits,  which  would . 
terminate  the  requirement  for  repetitive 
inspections  of  the  wing  main  tank  float 
switch  electrical  conduits  for  trapped 
water.  This  action  would  also  add 
airplanes  to  the  applicability  of  the  rule. 
The  installation  of  grease  would  be 
required  to  be  accomplished  in 
accordance  with  the  service  letter 
described  previously. 

There  are  approximately  2,132  Model 
737  series  airplanes  of  the  aflected 
design  in  the  worldwide  fleet.  The  FAA 
estimates  that  799  airplanes  of  U.S. 
registry  would  be  affected  by  this 
propo^  AD,  that  it  would  take 


approximately  3  work  hours  per 
airplane  to  accomplish  the  proposed 
actions,  and  that  the  average  labor  rate 
is  $55  per  work  hour.  Based  on  these 
figures,  the  total  cost  impact  of  the 
proposed  AD  on  U.S.operators  is 
estimated  to  be  $131,835,  or  $165  per 
airplane.  This  total  cost  figure  assumes 
that  no  operator  has  yet  accomplished 
the  proposed  requirements  of  this  AD 
action. 

The  regulations  proposed  herein 
would  not  have  substantial  direct  eflects 
on  the  States,  on  the  relationship 
between  the  national  government  and 
the  States,  or.  on  the  distribution  of 
power  and  responsibilities  among  the 
various  levels  of  government.  Therefore, 
in  accordance  with  Executive  Order 
12612,  it  is  determined  that  this 
proposal  would  not  have  sufficient 
federalism  implications  to  warrant  the 
preparation  of  a  Federalism  Assessment. 

For  the  reasons  discussed  above,  I 
certify  that  this  proposed  regulation  (1) 
is  not  a  "major  rule"  \mder  Executive 
Order  12291;  (2)  is  not  a  "significant 
rule"  under  the  DOT  Regulatory  Policies 
and  Procedures  (44  FR  11034,  February 
26, 1979);  and  (3)  if  promulgated,  will 
not  have  a  significant  economic  impact, 
positive  or  negative,  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities  under  the 
criteria  of  the  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act. 
A  copy  of  the  draft  regulatory  evaluation 
prepared  for  this  action  is  contained  in 
the  Rules  Docket.  A  copy  of  it  may  be 
obtained  by  contacting  the  Rules  Docket 
at  the  location  provided  under  the 
caption  ADDRESSES. 

List  of  Subjects  in  14  CFR  Part  39 

Air  transportation.  Aircraft,  Aviation 
safety,  Safety 

The  Proposed  Amendment 

Accordingly,  pursuant  to  the 
authority  delegated  to  me  by  the 
Administrator,  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  proposes  to  amend  14 
CFR  part  39  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations  as  follows: 

PART  39— AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  part  39 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Autliorit3r.  49  U.S.C.  App.  1354(a),  1421 
and  1423;  49  U.S.C  106(g);  and  14  CFR 
11.89. 

f  39.13  [Amended] 

2.  Section  39.13  is  amended  by 
removing  amendment  39-8045  (56  FR 
50042,  October  3, 1991),  and  by  adding 


a  new  airworthiness  directive  (AD),  to  | 
read  as  follows: 

) 

Boeiiig:  Docket  93-NM-05-AD.  Supersedes  « 

AD  91-2D-11,  Amendment  39-8045.  | 

Applicability:  Model  737-300,  -400,  and  ( 

-500  series  airplanes,  line  positions  through  t 
2428,  inclusive;  and  Model  737-200  series  | 

airplanes,  equipped  with  DC  powered  fuel  ! 
tai^  float  switches;  certificate  in  any 
category. 

Compliance:  Required  as  indicated,  unless 
accomplished  previously. 

To  prevent  failure  of  the  wing  main  tank 
float  switch  electrical  conduits  and 
subsequent  fuel  leakage  resulting  in  an 
engine  tai^  pipe  fire,  accomplish  the 
following; 

(a) .  For  airplanes  listed  in  Boeing  Service 
Letter  737-SL-28-36,  dated  November  30, 

1990:  Within  90  days  after  November  7, 1991 
(the  effective  date  of  AD  91-20-11, 

Amendment  39-8045),  and  thereafter  at 
intervals  not  to  exceed  1,500  flight  hours, 
perform  an  inspection  of  the  wing  main  tank 
float  switch  electrical  conduits  for  fuel 
leakage  and  condensation  build-up,  in 
accordance  with  Boeing  Service  Letter  737- 
SL-28-36,  dated  November  30, 1990.  If 
evidence  of  fuel  leakage  and/or  water 
condensation  is  found  while  performing  the 
initial  or  repetitive  inspections,  prior  to 
further  flight,  purge  and  install  a  new  vapor 
seal  assembly  in  accordance  with  the  Boeing 
service  letter. 

Note:  The  installation  of  a  new  vapor  seal 
assembly  does  not  terminate  the  requirement 
for  the  1,500  flight  hour  repetitive  inspection. 

(b)  For  airplanes  listed  in  Boeing  Service 
Letter  737-SL-28-42,  dated  December  15, 

1992,  that  are  not  subject  to  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  AD:  Within  90  days  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  AD,  and  thereafter  at  intervals  not 
to  exceed  1,500  flight  hours,  perform  an 
inspection  of  the  wing  main  tank  float  switch 
electrical  conduits  for  fuel  leakage  and 
condensation  build-up,  in  accordance  with 
Boeing  Service  Letter.  737-SL-28-36,  dated 
November  30, 1990.  if  evidence  of  fuel 
leakage  and/or  water  condensation  is  found 
while  performing  the  initial  or  repetitive 
inspections,  prior  to  further  flight,  purge  and 
install  a  new  vapor  seal  assembly  in 
accordance  with  the  Boeing  service  letter.  ^ 

Note:  The  installation  of  a  new  vapor  seal 
assembly  does  not  terminate  the  requirement 
for  the  1,500  flight  hour  repetitive  inspection. 

(c)  Within  3  years  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  AD,  install  grease  in  the  interior  of  the 
wing  main  tank  float  switch  electrical 
conduits  in  accordance  with  Boeing  Service 
Letter  737-SL-28-42,  dated  December  15, 

1992.  Installation  of  grease  in  the  conduits 
constitutes  terminating  action  for  the 
inspections  required  by  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
AD. 

(d)  An  alternative  method  of  compliance  or 
adjustment  of  the  compliance  time  that 
provides  an  acceptable  level  of  safety  may  be 
used  if  approved  by  the  Manager,  Seattle 
Aircraft  Certification  Ofiice  (AGO),  FAA, 
Transport  Airplane  Directorate.  Operators 
shall  submit  their  requests  through  an 
appropriate  FAA  Principal  Maintenance 
Inspector,  who  may  add  comments  and  then 
send  it  to  the  Manager,  Seattle  ACO. 
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Note:  Information  concerning  the  existence 
of  approved  alternative  methods  of 
compliance  with  this  AD,  if  any.  may  be 
obtained  from  the  Seattle  AGO. 

(e)  Special  flight  permits  may  be  Issued  in 
accordance  with  FAR  21.197  and  21.199  to 
operate  the  airplane  to  a  location  where  the 
requirements  of  this  AO  can  be 
accomplished. 

Issued  in  Renton,  Washington,  on  February 
26. 1993. 

Darrell  M.  Pederson, 

Acting  Manager,  Transport  Airplane 
Directorate,  Aircraft  Certification  Service. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4919  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BtUMO  cooe  4010-19-0 


14  CFR  Part  39 
[Docket  No.  92-NM-1S7-AO] 

Airworthiness  Directives;  de  Haviiiand, 
Inc.,  Model  DHC-7  Series  Airplanes 

AGENCY:  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  DOT. 

ACTKM:  Notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
(NPRM). 

SUMMARY:  This  document  proposes  the 
adoption  of  a  new  airworthiness 
directive  (AD)  that  is  applicable  to 
certain  de  Haviiiand  Model  DHC-7 
series  airplanes.  This  proposal  would 
require  a  one-time  inspection  to  assess 
the  adequacy  of  the  clearance  between 
the  wing  forward  pick-up  adapter  plate 
and  the  seal  retaining  angle  on  the 
fuselage  side  access  panel,  and 
modification,  if  necessary;  and  a  one¬ 
time  inspection  to  assess  the  adequacy 
of  the  clearance  between  the  wing  rear 
mounting  adapter  plates  and  the  seal 
retaining  angle  on  the  fuselage  side 
access  panel,  and  modification,  if 
necessary.  This  proposal  is  prompted  by 
reports  of  incidents  involving  corrosion 
and  fatigue  cracking  in  commuter-class 
airplanes  that  are  approaching  or  have 
exceeded  their  economic  design  goal. 
These  incidents  have  jeopardized  the 
airworthiness  of  the  affected  airplanes. 
The  actions  specified  by  the  proposed 
AD  are  intended  to  prevent  degradation 
of  the  structural  capabilities  of  the 
affected  airplanes. 

DATES:  Comments  must  be  received  by 
April  27, 1993. 

ADDRESSES:  Submit  comments  in 
triplicate  to  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA),  Transport 
Airplane  Directorate,  ANM-103. 
Attention:  Rules  Docket  No.  92-NM- 
157-AD,  1601  Lind  Avenue,  SW., 
Renton,  Washington  96055-4056. 
Comments  may  be  inspected  at  this 
location  between  9  a.m.  and  3  p.m., 
Monday  through  Friday.  exce[A  Federal 
holidays. 


The  service  information  referenced  in 
the  proposed  rule  may  be  obtained  firom 
de  Haviiiand  Inc.,  Garratt  Boulevard. 
Downsview,  Ontario  M3K 1Y5.  Canada. 
This  information  may  be  examined  at 
the  FAA.  Transport  Airplane 
Directorate.  1601  Lind  Avenue,  SW., 
Renton,  Washington:  or  at  the  l^gine 
and  Propeller  Directorate,  New  York 
Aircraft  Certification  Office,  181  South 
Franklin  Avenue,  Room  202,  Valley 
Stream.  New  York. 

FOR  FURTHER  MFORMATION  CONTACT:  Sol 
Maroof,  Aerospace  Engineer,  Airframe 
Branch,  ANE-172,  FAA,  New  York 
Aircraft  Certification  Office.  181  South 
Franklin  Avenue,  room  202,  Valley 
Stream.  New  York  11581;  telephone 
(516)  791-6220;  fax  (516)  791-9024. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Conunents  Invited 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
participate  in  the  making  of  the 
proposed  rule  by  submitting  such 
written  data,  views,  or  arguments  as 
they  may  desire.  Commimications  shall 
identify  the  Rules  Docket  number  and 
be  submitted  in  triplicate  to  the  address 
specified  above.  All  communications 
received  on  or  before  the  closing  date 
for  comments,  specified  above,  will  be 
considered  before  taking  action  on  the 
proposed  rule.  The  proposals  contained 
in  this  notice  may  faie  changed  in  light 
of  the  comments  received. 

Comments  are  specifically  invited  on 
the  overall  regulatory,  economic, 
environmental,  and  energy  aspects  of 
the  proposed  rule.  All  comments 
submitted  will  be  available,  both  before 
and  after  the  closing  date  for  comments, 
in  the  Rules  Docket  for  examination  by 
interested  persons.  A  report 
summarizing  each  FAA-public  contact 
concerned  with  the  substance  of  this 
proposal  will  be  filed  in  the  Rules 
Docket. 

Commenters  wishing  the  FAA  to 
acknowledge  receipt  of  their  comments 
submitted  in  response  to  this  notice 
must  submit  a  self-addressed,  stamped 
postcard  on  which  the  following 
statement  is  made:  “Comments  to 
Docket  Number  92-NM-157-AD.”  The 
postcard  will  be  date  stamped  and 
returned  to  the  commenter. 

Availability  of  NPRMs 

Any  person  may  obtain  a  copy  of  this 
NPRM  by  submitting  a  request  to  the 
FAA,  Transport  Airplane  Directorate, 
ANM-103,  Attention:  Rules  Docket  No. 
92-NM-157-AD,  1601  Lind  Avenue, 
SW.,  Renton,  Wa^ington  98055-40M. 

Discussion 

In  June  1988,  the  FAA  sponsored  a 
conference  on  aging  airplane  issues. 


which  was  attended  by  representatives 
of  the  aviation  industry  from  around  the 
world.  It  became  obvious  that,  because 
of  the  tremendous  increase  in  air  travel, 
the  relatively  slow  pace  of  new  airplane 
production,  and  the  apparent  economic 
feasibility  of  operating  older  technology 
airplanes  rather  than  retiring  them, 
increased  attention  needed  to  be 
focused  on  this  aging  fleet  and 
maintaining  its  continued  operational 
safety. 

The  FAA,  in  concert  with  the 
Regional  Airline  Association  (RAA); 
several  U.S.  and  non-U.S.  operators  of 
de  Haviiiand  airplanes:  Transport 
Canada  Aviation,  which  is  the 
airworthiness  authority  for  Canada;  and 
de  Haviiiand,  Inc.;  has  undertaken  the 
task  of  identifying  and  implementing 
procedures  to  ensure  the  continued 
structural  airworthiness  of  aging 
commuter-class  airplanes.  This  group 
reviewed  selected  service  bulletins, 
applicable  to  de  Haviiiand  Model  DHC- 
7  series  airplanes,  to  be  recommended 
for  mandatory  rulemaking  action  to 
ensure  the  continued  operational  safety 
of  these  airplanes. 

The  group  reviewed  and 
recommended  the  following  de 
Haviiiand  service  bulletins  for 
mandatory  rulemaking  action: 

1.  de  Haviiiand  Service  Bulletin  7- 
57-11,  dated  December  17, 1982,  which 
describes  procedures  for  a  one-time 
inspection  to  assess  the  adequacy  of  the 
clearance  between  the  wing  forward 
pick-up  adapter  plate  and  the  seal 
retaining  angle  on  the  fuselage  side 
access  panel,  and  modification 
(Modification  no.  7/2319),  if  necessary. 

2.  de  Haviiiand  Service  Bulletin  7- 
57-19,  dated  February  24, 1984,  which 
describes  procedures  for  a  one-time 
inspection  to  assess  the  adequacy  of  the 
clearance  between  the  wing  rear 
mounting  adapter  plates  and  the  seal 
retaining  angle  on  the  fuselage  side 
access  panel,  and  modification 
(Modification  no.  7/2355),  if  necessary. 

Modifications  7/2319  and  7/2355 
entail  trimming  damaged  retention 
angles  and  blending  out  light  scoring  on 
the  adapter  plates.  Modification  7/2319 
has  been  accomplished  prior  to  delivery 
on  airplanes  having  serial  numbers  78 
and  84.  Design  changes  that  would 
ensure  the  adequacy  of  clearance 
between  the  wing  forward  pick-up 
adapter  plate  and  the  seal  retaining 
angle  on  the  fuselage  side  access  panel 
have  been  incorporated  prior  to  delivery 
on  airplanes  having  serial  numbers  87 
and  subsequent. 

The  pnx^ures  described  in  these 
service  bulletins  are  intended  to 
positively  address  conditions  identified 
in  Model  DHC-7  series  airplanes  that,  if 
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not  corrected,  could  result  in  reduced 
strength  in  the  attachment  of  the  wing- 
body  fairing  to  the  fuselage. 

Transport  Canada  Aviation  classified 
these  service  bulletins  as  mandatory  and 
issued  Canadian  Airwokhiness 
Directives  CF-91-09  and  CF-91-12, 
b^  dated  May  10, 1991,  in  order  to 
assure  the  continued  airworthiness  of 
these  airplanes  in  Canada. 

This  airplane  model  is  manufactured 
in  Canada  and  is  type  certificated  for 
operation  in  the  United  States  under  the 
provisions  of  Section  21.29  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations  and  the 
applicable  bilateral  airworthiness 
agreement  Pursuant  to  this  bilateral 
airworthiness  agreement.  Transport 
Canada  Aviation  has  kept  the  FAA 
informed  of  the  situation  described 
above.  The  FAA  has  examined  the 
findings  of  Transport  Canada  Aviation, 
reviewed  all  available  information,  and 
determined  that  AD  action  is  necessary 
for  products  of  this  type  design  that  are 
certificated  for  operation  in  the  United 
States. 

Since  an  unsafe  condition  has  been 
identified  that  is  likely  to  exist  or 
develop  on  other  airplanes  of  the  same 
type  design  registered  in  the  United 
States,  the  proposed  AD  would  require 
a  one-time  inspection  to  assess  the 
adequacy  of  the  clearance  between  the 
wing  forward  pick-up  adapter  plate  and 
the  seal  retaining  an^e  on  the  fuselage 
side  access  panel,  and  modification,  if 
necessary:  and  a  one-time  inspection  to 
assess  the  adequacy  of  the  clearance 
between  the  wing  rear  moimting  adapter 
plates  and  the  seal  retaining  angle  on 
the  fuselage  side  access  panel,  and 
modification,  if  necessary.  The  actions 
would  be  required  to  be  accomplished 
in  accordance  with  the  service  bulletins 
described  previously. 

The  FAA  estimates  that  44  airplanes 
of  U.S.  registry  would  be  affected  by  this 
proposed  AD,  that  it  would  take 
approximately  8  work  hours  per 
airplane  to  accomplish  the  proposed 
actions,  and  that  the  average  labor  rate 
is  $55  per  work  hour.  Based  on  these 
figures,  the  total  cost  impact  of  the 
proposed  AD  on  U.S.  operators  is 
estimated  to  be  $19,360,  or  $440  per 
airplane.  This  total  cost  figure  assumes 
that  no  operator  has  yet  accomplished 
the  proposed  requirements  of  this  AD 
action. 

The  regulations  proposed  herein 
would  not  have  substantial  direct  effects 
on  the  States,  on  the  relationship 
between  the  national  government  and 
the  States,  or  on  the  distribution  of 
power  and  responsibilities  among  the 
various  levels  of  government.  Therefore, 
in  accordance  with  Executive  Order 
12612,  it  is  determined  that  this 


proposal  would  not  have  sufficient 
faderalism  implications  to  warrant  the 
preparation  of  a  Federalism  Assessment 

For  the  reasons  discussed  above.  I 
certify  that  this  proposed  regulation  (1) 
is  not  a  "major  rule"  imder  Executive 
Order  12291;  (2)  is  not  a  “significant 
rule”  under  the  DOT  Regulatory  Policies 
and  Procedures  (44  FR 11034,  February 
26, 1979);  and  (3)  if  promulgated,  will 
not  have  a  significant  economic  impact, 
positive  or  negative,  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities  under  the 
criteria  of  the  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act. 
A  copy  of  the  draft  regulatory  evaluation 
prepared  for  this  action  is  contained  in 
the  Rules  Docket.  A  copy  of  it  may  be 
obtained  by  contacting  the  Rules  Docket 
at  the  location  provided  under  the 
caption  ADDRESSES. 

List  of  Subjects  in  14  CFR  Part  39 

Air  transportation.  Aircraft,  Aviation 
safety.  Safety. 

The  Proposed  Amendment 

Accordingly,  pursuant  to  the 
authority  delegated  to  me  by  the 
Administrator,  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  proposes  to  amend  14 
CFR  part  39  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations  as  follows: 

PART  39— AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  part  39 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  49  U.S.C  App.  1354(a),  1421 
and  1423: 49  U.S.C  106(g);  and  14  CFR 
11.89. 

$39.13  [Amended] 

2.  Section  39.13  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  airworthiness 
directive: 

De  HavUland,  Inc.:  Docket  92-NM-157-AD. 

ApplicabUity:  Model  DHC-7  airplanes, 
serial  numbers  1  through  99,  inclusive, 
certificated  in  any  category. 

Compliance:  Requir^  as  indicated,  unless 
accomplished  previously. 

To  prevent  structural  failure,  accomplish 
the  fbliowing: 

(a)  For  airplanes  having  serial  numbers  1 
through  77,  inclusive;  79  through  83, 
inclusive;  85  and  86:  Within  6  months  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  AD,  inspect  the 
clearance  between  the  wing  forward  pick-up 
adapter  plates  and  the  seal  retaining  angle  on 
the  fuselage  side  access  panel  in  accordance 
with  de  Havilland  Service  Bulletin  7-57-11, 
dated  December  17, 1982. 

(1)  If  scoring  on  the  adapter  plates  does  not 
exc^  0.050  inch  in  depth,  prior  to  further 
flight,  accomplish  Modification  7/2319  in 
accordance  with  the  service  bulletin. 

(2)  If  scoring  on  the  adapter  plates  exceeds 
0.050  inch  in  depth,  prior  to  fiMher  flight, 
repair  in  accordance  with  a  method  approved 
by  the  Manager,  New  York  Aircraft 


Certification  Office  (AGO),  ANE-170,  FAA, 
Engine  and  Propeller  Directorate. 

(3)  If  the  adapter  plates  are  undamaged, 
then  no  further  action  is  required  by  this  AD. 

(b)  For  airplanes  having  serial  numbers  1 
through  99,  inclusive;  Within  6  months  after 
the  effective  of  this  AD,  inspect  the  clearance 
between  the  rear  moimting  adapter  plates 
and  the  seal  retaining  angle  on  the  foselage 
side  access  panel  in  accordance  with  de 
Havilland  ^rvice  Bulletin  7-57-19,  dated 
February  24, 1984. 

(1)  If  scoring  on  the  adapter  plates  does  not 
exceed  0.050  inch  in  depth,  prior  to  further 
flight,  accomplish  Modification  7/2355  in 
accordance  with  the  service  bulletin. 

(2)  If  scoring  on  the  adapter  plates  exceeds 
0.050  inch  in  depth,  prior  to  further  flight, 
repair  in  accordance  with  a  method  approved 
by  the  Manager,  New  York  ACO,  AN^170, 
FAA.  Engine  and  Propeller  Directorate. 

(3)  If  the  adapter  plates  are  undamaged, 
then  no  further  action  is  required  by  this  AD. 

(c)  An  alternative  method  of  compliance  or 
adjustment  of  the  compliance  time  that 
provides  an  acceptable  level  of  safety  may  be 
used  if  approved  by  the  Manager,  New  York 
ACO,  AN^170,  FAA,  Engine  and  Propeller 
Directorate.  Operators  shall  submit  their 
requests  through  an  appropriate  FAA 
Principal  Maintenance  Inspector,  who  may 
add  comments  and  then  send  it  to  the 
Manager,  New  York  ACO. 

Note:  Information  concerning  the  existence 
of  approved  alternative  methods  of 
compliance  with  this  AD,  if  any,  may  be 
obtained  from  the  New  York  AOO. 

(d)  Special  flight  permits  may  be  issued  in 
accordance  with  FAR  21.197  and  21.199  to 
operate  the  airplane  to  a  location  where  the 
requirements  of  this  AD  can  be 
accomplished. 

Issued  in  Renton,  Washington,  on  February 
26, 1993. 

Darrell  M.  Pederson, 

Acting  Manager,  Transport  Airplane 
Directorate,  Aircraft  Certification  Service. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4920  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

BUJJNO  CODE  4ei0-1>-M 


Office  of  the  Secretary 

14  CFR  Parts  221  and  389 

[Docket  No.  48385;  Notice  No.  93-1] 

RIN  2137-AC18 

Electronic  Filing  of  Property  and 
Passenger  Tariffs 

AGENCY:  Research  and  Special  Programs 
Administration  (RSPA),  DOT. 

ACTION:  Proposed  rule;  withdrawal. 

SUMMARY:  RSPA  is  withdrawing  its 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (NPRM) 
on  electronic  filing  of  property  and 
assenger  tariffs.  The  NPRM  would 
ave  allowed  air  carriers  and  foreign  air 
carriers  to  file  all  tariffs  electronically 
instead  of  on  paper.  RSPA  authorized 
electronic  filing  of  passenger  fares  in 
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1989,  and  the  NPRM  would  have 
authorized  passenger  rules  and  cargo 
rates  and  rules  also  to  be  filed 
electronically.  On  February  3, 1993, 
RSPA  held  a  public  meeting  to  discuss 
the  NPRM.  Industry  commenters, 
including  representatives  from  major  air 
carriers,  computer  reservation  systems, 
and  filing  agents,  expressed  significant 
concerns  about  the  feasibility,  costs,  and 
benefits  of  the  proposals  in  the  NPRM. 
RSPA  has  concluded  that  the  NPRM 
should  be  withdrawn  to  allow  the 
agency  to  reconsider  these  issues  in 
light  of  the  industry  comments. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  Dean  Johnson,  Office  of  Automated 
Tariffs,  (202)  366-4080,  or  Mr.  Edward 
H.  Bonekemper,  HI,  Assistant  Chief 
Counsel,  Hazardous  Materials  Safety 
and  Research  and  Technology  Law, 

(202)  366—4400,  Research  and  Special 
Programs  Administration,  400  Seventh 
Street,  SW.,  Washington,  DC  20590- 
0001. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On 
October  15, 1992,  RSPA  published  an 
NPRM  inviting  comment  on  electronic 
filing  of  property  and  passenger  tariffs 
(Docket  48385,  57  FR  47303).  RSPA 
proposed  to  allow  all  tariffs  to  be  filed 
electronically  instead  of  on  paper.  RSPA 
authorized  electronic  filing  of  passenger 
fares  in  1989,  and  the  NPRM  would 
have  authorized  passenger  rules  and 
cargo  rates  and  rules  to  be  filed 
electronically.  In  addition,  the  NPRM 
proposed  to  prescribe  the  form  and 
content  of  electronic  fare  rules;  require 
a  finished  electronic  tariff  arrangement 
or  format  in  addition  to  the  existing 
subscription  service  for  electronic  raw 
tariff  data;  allow  the  filer  to  charge  a  fee 
tD  reproduce  electronic  tariffs  in  a 
finished  construction;  clarify  the  tariff 
regulations  affecting  the  filer’s  proposed 
efiective  date  on  an  electronic  tariff 
filing;  and  revise  the  user  fee  regulations 
to  reflect  current  costs  and  to  clarify  the 
initial  exclusion  fi^m  electronic  user 
fees  for  electronic  filers. 

On  October  28, 1992,  the  Airline 
Tariff  Publishing  Company  (ATPCO) 
requested  a  delay  in  response  date,  a 
public  meeting,  and  disclosure  of  cost 
studies.  Comments  in  support  of 
ATPCO’s  request  were  received  ft'om 
Japan  Airlines  Company,  Swissair, 

Varig,  S.A.,  American  Airlines,  Delta 
Air  Lines,  Northwest  Airlines,  United 
Air  Lines,  and  USAir.  In  addition, 
ATPCO  submitted  a  petition  for 
rulemaking  to  allow  air  carriers  to 
initiate  fare  action  at  any  time  and  the 
Department  to  accept  those  filings  as  of 
the  time  they  are  filed. 

RSPA  agreed  that  additional  time 
should  be  provided,  and  on  January  5, 


1993,  announced  that  it  would  reopen 
the  comment  period  imtil  March  5, 

1993,  and  would  hold  a  public  meeting 
on  February  3, 1993,  to  discuss  the 
NPRM  (58  FR  287).  The  public  meeting 
was  widely  attended  by  members  of  the 
public  and  representatives  of  U.S.  and 
foreign  air  carriers,  ATPCO,  computer 
reservations  systems,  and  foreign 
governments.  Many  of  the  commenters 
raised  serious  concerns  about  the  scope 
of  the  NPRM,  the  feasibility  and 
practicality  of  the  proposals,  and  the 
costs  and  benefits  to  industry  and  the 
government.  ATPCO  recommended  that 
RSPA  explore  the  possibility  of  using  an 
advisory  committee  or  other  working 
level  group,  or  a  negotiated  rulemaking 
to  achieve  the  goal  of  all-electronic  tariff 
filing  capability. 

Suosequent  to  the  public  meeting, 
that  same  commenter,  by  letter, 
specifically  requested  that  this 
rulemaking  be  converted  to  a  negotiated 
rulemaking  because  of  the  highly 
technical  nature  of  the  rulemaking  and 
its  potential  impact,  and  because 
“[tjhere  is  grave  concern  that  the 
proposed  rule  •  *  *  is  unworkable  and 
that  the  impact  of  the  rule  as  drafted 
could  go  well  beyond  what  was 
intended  by  its  drafters.”  In  a 
subsequent  letter,  that  commenter 
confirmed  that  it  is  requesting 
withdrawal  of  the  present  rulemaking. 

In  addition,  the  European  Civil  Aviation 
Conference  has  filed  a  comment  stating, 
inter  alia,  that  there  is  a  need  for 
international  dialogue  on  certain  issues 
involved  in  this  rulemaking. 

As  a  result  of  the  public  meeting  and 
the  subsequent  correspondence,  I^PA 
believes  it  is  in  the  interest  of  all  parties 
to  withdraw  the  NPRM  and  reconsider 
the  appropriate  means  to  achieve  an 
electronic  tariff  filing  system  that  meets 
the  needs  of  the  government,  the  airline 
industry,  and  the  public.  Accordingly, 
the  NPRM  is  withdrawn. 

Rulemaking  Analyses  and  Notices 

Executive  Order  12291  and  DOT 
Regulatory  Policies  and  Procedures 

The  action  being  withdrawn  by  RSPA 
in  this  document  would  have 
authorized  electronic  filing  of  all 
passenger  and  cargo  tariffs.  RSPA  has 
determined  that  this  document  does  not 
contain  a  major  rule  under  Executive 
Order  12291.  It  is  considered  a 
significant  regulation  under  DOT’S 
Regulatory  Policies  and  Procedures. 
However,  RSPA  is  withdrawing  the 
NPRM  to  reconsider  all  the  issues. 

Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 

In  compliance  with  the  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Act,  RSPA  evaluated  the 


effects  of  this  proposal  on  small  entities. 
The  proposal,  if  adopted,  would  have 
applied  only  to  air  carriers  filing 
scheduled  service  tarifis.  ’These  air 
carriers  are  large  operators  with 
revenues  in  excess  of  several  million 
dollars  each  year.  Therefore,  RSPA 
certifies  that  withdrawal  of  this 
proposed  rule  will  not  have  a  significant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities. 

Executive  Order  12612 

This  action  has  been  analyzed  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  and 
criteria  contained  in  Executive  Order 
12612,  and  it  has  been  determined  that 
withdrawal  of  the  proposed  rule  does 
not  have  sufficient  federalism 
implications  to  warrant  the  preparation 
of  a  Federalism  As^ssment. 

Paperwork  Reduction  Act 

In  accordance  with  the  Paperwork 
Reduction  Act  of  1980  (Pub.  L.  96-511), 
the  information  collection  requirements 
associated  with  this  rule  wore  submitted 
to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(0MB)  for  review  as  a  revision  to  an 
existing  collection  (OMB  control 
number  2106-0009)  and  were  approved 
on  January  21, 1993.  Since  the  proposed 
rule  is  being  withdrawn,  a  request  is 
being  sent  to  OMB  to  reinstate  the 
previous  information  collection 
requirements. 

Regulation  Identifier  Number 

A  regulation  identifier  number  (RIN) 
is  assigned  to  each  regulatory  action 
listed  in  the  Unified  Agenda  of  Federal 
Regulations.  'The  Regulatory  Information 
Service  Center  publishes  the  Unified 
Agenda  in  April  and  October  of  each 
year.  The  RIN  contained  in  the  heading 
of  this  document  can  be  used  to  cross- 
reference  this  action  with  the  Unified 
Agenda. 

List  of  Subjects 

14  CFR  Part  221 

Air  fares  and  rates.  Freight,  Reporting 
and  recordkeeping  requirements. 

14  CFR  Part  389 

Administrative  practice  and 
procedure.  Fees  and  charges.  Reporting 
and  recordkeeping  requirements. 

Issued  in  Washington.  DC.  on  February  25, 
1993. 

Richard  R.  John, 

Acting  Associate  Administrator  for  Research, 
Technology,  and  Analysis. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4883  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
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ENVtRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40  CFR  Chapter  1 
[FR  4601-2] 

Open  Meeting  on  Propoeed  Wood 
Furniture  Rulee  and/or  Control 
Techniquee  GuldeHnea 

AGENCY:  Environmental  Protectitm 
Agency. 

ACnON:  Notice  of  public  exploratory 
meeting. 

SUMMARY:  As  part  of  EPA’s  effort  to 
determine  the  desirability  of  regulatory 
negotiation  or  some  other  consensus- 
based  approach  to  develop  proposed 
rules  regulating  hazardous  air  pollutant 
emissions  and/or  a  Control  Techniques 
Guideline  covering  volatile  organic 
compound  emissions  associate  with 
wood  furniture  manufacturing,  this 
meeting  will  continue  to  discuss  and 
refine  scope  and  issues. 

OATES:  The  meeting  will  take  place  on 
March  25-26.  On  March  25,  it  will  start 
at  9  a.m.  and  end  at  5  p.m.  On  March 
26.  it  will  start  at  8  a.m.  and  end  by  3 
p.m. 

ADDRESSES:  The  meeting  will  take  place 
at  the  Omni  Europe  Hotel,  1  Europe 
Drive,  Chapel  Hill.  NC  27514.  (919) 
968-4900. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  For 
additional  information  on  substantive 
aspects  of  the  meeting,  please  contact 
Ellen  Ducey  of  EPA’s  Office  of  Air 
Quality  Planning  and  Standards.  (919) 
541-5408.  For  additional  information 
on  procedural  or  administrative  matters 
please  contact  Susan  Wildau  or  John 
Lingelbach.  EPA’s  co-convenors,  at 
(303)  442-7367. 

Dated;  February  26. 1993. 

QuisKiitz, 

Director,  Consensus  and  Dispute  Resolution 
Program. 

|FR  Doc.  93-4932  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BIUMO  CODE  tS6e-6(Mi 


40  CFR  Part  761 
[OFPTS-62122A;  FRL-4572-6] 

Polychloiiruited  Biphenyls  (PCBs), 
Storage  for  Disposal  of  PCBs; 
Correction 

AGENCY:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA). 

ACTION:  Proposed  rule;  correction. 

SUMMARY:  In  the  Federal  Register  of 
January  26. 1993,  EPA  issued  a 
propel  rule  to  amend  one  of  the 
criteria  used  for  granting  written,  final 


approval  to  engage  in  the  commercial 
storage  of  PCB  waste  (58  FR  6184).  ’This 
document  corrects  the  omission  of  a 
date  from  the  "Background”  section  of 
the  proposed  rule. 

FOR  FURTHER  MFORMATKM  CONTACT: 
Susan  B.  Hazen,  Director, 

Environmental  Assistance  Division  (TS- 
799).  Office  of  Pollution  Prevention  and 
Todcs.  rm.  E-543B,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  401  M  St.,  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20460,  (202)  554-1404, 
TDD  (202)  554-0551,  FAX:  (202)  554- 
5603  (document  requests  only). 
SUPPLEMENTARY  MFORMATION:  In  the 
January  26, 1993,  issue  of  the  Federal 
Register,  published  at  58  FR  6184,  EPA 
issued  a  proposed  rule  i^ich  amended 
one  of  the  criteria  EPA  uses  to  grant 
approvals  to  begin  commercial  storage 
of  PCBs  for  disposal.  The  following 
correction  is  made  to  FR  Doc.  93-1875: 

In  the  "Background”  section  of  the 
preamble,  the  second  sentence  before 
the  end  of  that  section,  the  sentence  that 
reads  "On  ,  EPA  and  the  petitioners 
filed  a  Settlement  Agreement  with  the 
court  whereby  petitioners  agreed  to 
dismiss  with  prejudice  their  petition  if 
EPA  adopts  a  final  rule  in  substantial 
conformity  with  the  proposal  described 
in  this  notice.”,  should  read  "On 
November  20. 1992.  EPA  and  the 
petitioners  filed  a  Settlement  Agreement 
with  the  court  whereby  petitioners 
agreed  to  dismiss  with  prejudice  their 
petition  if  EPA  adopts  a  final  rule  in 
substantial  conformity  with  the 
proposal  described  in  this  notice.” 

Dated:  February  22, 1993. 

John  W.  Malone, 

Director,  Chemical  Management  Division. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4930  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Coast  Guard 

46  CFR  Part  67 
[CGO  86-031 a] 

RIN  211S-AE2S 

Documentation  of  Vessels;  Controlling 
Interest 

AGENCY:  Coast  Guard.  DOT. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  withdrawal. 

SUMMARY:  ’The  Coast  Guard  is 
withdrawing  its  action  to  develop  a  new 
interpretation  of  the  citizenship 
"grandfather”  or  savings  provision  of 
the  Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel 
Anti-Reflagging  Act  of  1987  (the  Act). 
This  action  is  Mng  withdrawn  because 


the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
reversed  the  decision  the  United 
States  District  Court  whidi  determined 
that  the  Coast  Guard’s  currrat 
interpretation  of  the  savings  provisimt 
was  incorrect,  thweby  uf^olding  the 
Coast  Guard’s  interpretation. 

FOR  FURTHER  MFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Lieutenant  Commander  Don  M.  Wrye, 
Staff  Attorney,  Vessel  Documentation 
and  Tonnage  Survey  Branch,  (202)  267- 
1492. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  On 
December  12, 1990,  the  Coast  Guard 
published  its  final  rule  implementing 
the  Amwican  control  provisions  of  tM 
Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel 
Anti-Reflagging  Act  of  1987  (the  Act). 
Among  other  things,  the  rule  set  forth 
the  Coi^t  Guard’s  interpretation  of  the 
Act’s  citizenship  savings  provision. 

That  interpretation  is  currently  set  forth 
in  46  CFR  67.03-15  of  the  Coast  Guard’s 
vessel  documentation  regulations. 

The  Coast  Guard’s  rules  implementing 
the  citizenship  savings  provision  has 
been  the  subject  of  litigation:  Southeast 
Shipyard  Assn.  v.  United  States,  No. 
90-1142  (D.D.C).  On  April  30. 1991,  the 
District  Court  decided  that  the  Coast 
Guard’s  interpretation  of  the  Act's 
citizenship  savings  provision  was 
incorrect.  The  court  did  not  provide  the 
Coast  Guard  with  a  new  interpretation, 
but  rather,  directed  the  Coast  Guard  to 
develop  a  new  interpretation.  On 
September  21. 1992,  the  Coast  Guard 
published  an  advance  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  (ANPRM)  in 
which  additional  information  was 
sought  to  assist  the  Coast  Guard  in 
developing  a  new  interpretation.  The 
comment  period  for  the  ANPRM  closed 
on  December  21, 1992. 

The  Coast  Guard  noted  in  the  ANPRM 
that  the  decision  of  the  District  Court 
was  being  appealed.  On  November  24. 
1992,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Apfieals  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  issu^  its 
opinion  in  the  appeal.  That  opinion 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  District 
Court  and  upheld  the  Coast  Guard’s 
interpretation  of  the  Act’s  citizenship 
savings  provision.  Therefore, 
development  of  a  new  interpretation  is 
unnecessary. 

For  the  reasons  stated  above,  the  ANPRM 
((XD  88-031a)  published  on  ^ptember  21, 
1992,  is  withdrawn. 

Dated:  December  22, 1992. 

R.C  North, 

Acting  Chief,  Captain,  U.S.  Coast  Guard, 
Office  of  Marine  Safety,  Security  and 
Environmental  Protection. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4984  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
50  CFR  Part  17 

Endangered  and  Threatened  Wildlife 
artd  Plants;  Public  Hearing  and 
Reopening  of  Comnient  Period  on 
Proposed  Endangered  Status  for  the 
Relict  Darter 

AGENCY:  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Proposed  rule;  notice  of  public 
hearing  and  reopening  of  comment 
period. 

SUMMARY:  The  Service  announces  that  a 
public  hearing  will  be  held  in 
accordance  with  provisions  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as 
amended,  on  ^e  proposed  rule  to  list 
the  relict  darter  (Etheostoma  cbienense) 
as  an  endangered  species.  The  comment 
period  is  reopened  to  accommodate  the 
hearing  and  allow  receipt  of  written 
comments  as  well. 

DATES:  A  public  hearing  on  the  proposal 
will  be  held  April  6, 1993,  from  7  p.m. 
to  10  p.m.  The  comment  period  is 
reopened  on  the  proposal  firom  March 
22, 1993  through  April  20, 1993. 
ADDRESSES:  Comments  should  be  sent  to 
the  Field  Supervisor,  IJ.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  Asheville  Field  Office, 
330  Ridgefield  Court,  Asheville,  North 
Carolina  28806.  The  public  hearing  will 


be  held  in  the  large  conference  room  at 
Purchase  Area  Development  District, 
1002  Medical  Drive,  Mayfield, 

Kentucky. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 
Richard  G.  Biggins  at  the  above  field 
office  address  (704/665-1195  ext.  228). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  MFORMATKM: 
Background 

The  relict  darter  (Etheostoma 
cbienense),  a  small  2Vifinch  fish,  is 
endemic  to  the  Bayou  du  Chien 
watershed  (Graves  and  Hickman 
Coxmties)  in  extreme  western  Kentucky. 
Historically,  this  darter  was  likely  more 
widespread  in  the  Bayou  du  Chien 
system.  However,  it  is  (nirrently  known 
from  only  five  sites  within  this  drainage 
and  is  known  to  spawn  in  only  one 
Bayou  du  Chien  tributary.  The  relict 
darter  has  been  and  continues  to  be 
impacted  by  water  quality  and  habitat 
deterioration  resulting  firom  stream 
channelization,  siltation  firom  some  land 
use  practices,  and  by  other  water 
pollutants. 

On  December  11, 1992,  the  Service 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  (57 
FR  58774)  a  proposal  to  list  the  relict 
darter  as  an  endangered  species.  Section 
4(b)(5)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
provides  for  a  public  hearing  on  a 
proposed  listing,  if  requested.  Prior  to 
expiration  of  the  deadline  for  requesting 
a  public  hearing,  January  25, 1993,  as 
published  in  the  propos^  rule,  the 


Service  received  written  requests  firom 
Mr.  Tony  Smith,  Graves  County  Judge 
Executive;  Mr.  Gregory  D.  Pruitt, 
Hickmam  County  Judge  Executive;  Mr. 
Harold  M.  Garrison,  Fulton  County 
Judge  Executive;  and  Mr.  Paul  Bec^.  a 
local  farmer. 

The  Service  has  scheduled  a  public 
hearing  that  is  to  be  held  in  the  large 
conference  room  at  Purchase  Area 
Development  District,  1002  Medical 
Drive,  Mayfield,  Kentucky,  on  April  6, 
1993,  firom  7  p.m.  to  10  p.m.  The 
comment  period  will  remain  open 
through  April  20, 1993. 

Those  p>arties  wishing  to  make  a 
statement  for  the  record  are  encouraged 
to  provide  a  copy  of  their  statement  to 
the  Service  at  the  start  of  the  hearing. 

Author 

The  primary  author  of  this  notice  is 
Mr.  Rivard  Biggins,  Asheville  Field 
Office,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
330  Ridgefield  Court,  Asheville,  North 
Carolina  28806. 

Authority 

The  authority  for  this  action  is  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (16  U.S.C. 
1531-1544). 

Dated:  February  23. 1993. 

W.T.  Olds.  Jr, 

Acting  Regional  Director. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4974  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  ami 
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contains  documents  other  than  mies  or 
proposed  rules  that  are  appiicabie  to  the 
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committee  meetinge,  agency  dedsioris  and 
njlings,  delegations  of  authority,  Mng  of 
petitions  and  applications  and  agency 
statements  of  organization  and  functions  are 
examples  of  documents  appearing  in  this 
section. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Forms  Under  Review  by  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget 

February  26, 1993. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
submitted  to  0MB  for  review  the 
following  proposal  for  the  collection  of 
information  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.C 
diapter  35)  since  the  last  list  was 
published.  This  list  is  grouped  into  new 
proposals,  revisions,  extensions,  or 
reinstatements.  Each  entry  contains  the 
following  information: 

(1)  Agency  proposing  the  information 
collection;  (2)  Title  of  &e  information 
collection;  (3)  Form  number(s),  if 
applicable;  (4)  How  often  the 
information  is  requested;  (5)  Who  will 
be  required  or  asked  to  report;  (6)  An 
estimate  of  the  number  of  responses;  (7) 
An  estimate  of  the  total  num^r  of  hours 
needed  to  provide  the  information;  (8) 
Name  and  telephone  number  of  the 
agency  contact  person. 

Questions  about  the  items  in  the 
listing  should  be  directed  to  the  agency 
person  named  at  the  end  of  each  entry. 
Copies  of  the  proposed  forms  and 
supporting  documents  may  be  obtained 
horn:  Department  Clearance  Officer, 
USDA,  OIRM,  room  404-W  Admin. 
Bldg.,  Washington.  DC  20250,  (202) 
690-2118. 

Revision 

•  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
7  CFk  part  59,  Regulations  for 

Inspection  of  Eggs  and  Egg  Products 
PY-38,  PY-76,  PY-155.  PY-156.  PY- 
214,  PY-222.  PY-240,  PY-518-1 
Recordkeeping;  Monthly;  Quarterly; 

Semi-annually;  Daily 
State  or  local  governments;  Businesses 
or  other  for-profit;  Small  businesses  or 
organizations;  46,738  responses; 
30,874  hours 

C.  Shields  Jones,  Jr..  (202)  720-3506 

•  Farmers  Home  Administration 


7  CFR 1980-A,  Guaranteed  Loan 
Program  (General) 

FmHA  44^14,  30.  35.  36. 1980-19.  22. 

41.  43.  and  44 
On  occasion 

Individuals  or  households;  Businesses 
or  other  for-profit;  119,635  responses; 
239,430  hours 

Jack  Holston,  (202)  720-9736 

•  Farmers  Home  Administration 

7  CFR  1980-B,  Guaranteed  Farmer 
Program  Loans 

FmHA  449-11, 1980-15,  24,  25.  38.  58. 

64 

On  occasion 

Individuals  or  households;  State  or  local 
governments;  Farms;  Businesses  or 
other  for-profit;  158,140  responses; 

235,  427  hours 
Jack  Holston.  (202)  720-9736 

Extension 

•  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
Food  Facility  Survey 
TMD-4,TMD-5 

On  occasion 

Business  or  other  for-profit;  625 
responses;  375  hours 
Arthur  F.  Bums,  (202)  702-8317 

Reinstatement  (Emergency) 

•  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service 

7  CFR  1413  and  1414 — ^Forms  for 
Participation  in  Price  Support  and 
Production  Adjustment  Programs 
CCC-477.  477  Appendix.  477A,  477B, 
505,  507 A,  406,  406  Appendix,  300, 
300  Appendix,  302;  ASC^503, 

658-1 

Annually 

Farms;  l,732.000,responses;  429,500 
hours 

Bruce  Hiatt.  (202)  245-4798 
New  Collection 

•  Food  and  Nutrition  Service 
Non-Application  in  the  School  Lunch 

and  Breakfast  Programs  Among 
Potentially-Eligible  Households  and 
Non-Participation  in  the  School 
Lunch  and  Breakfast  Programs  Among 
Students  Approved  for  ^nefits 
One  time  only 

Individuals  or  households;  State  or  local 
governments;  4,680  responses;  1,030 
hours 

Qndy  Long.  (703)  305-2340 
Larry  K.  Roberson, 

Deputy  Department  Clearance  Officer. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4978  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
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Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service 

[Docket  No.  93-011-1] 

Availability  of  an  Environmental 
Assessment  and  Finding  of  No 
Significant  Impact  Relative  to  issuance 
of  a  Permit  To  Field  Test  Genetically 
Engineered  Organisms 

AGENCY:  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service.  USDA. 

ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  We  are  advising  the  public 
that  an  environmental  assessment  and  a 
finding  of  no  significant  impact  have 
been  prepared  by  the  Animal  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service  relative  to  the 
issuance  of  a  permit  to  allow  the  field 
testing  of  genetically  engineered 
organisms.  The  environmental 
assessment  provides  a  basis  for  our 
conclusion  that  the  field  testing  of  the 
genetically  engineered  organisms  will 
not  present  a  risk  of  introducing  or 
disseminating  a  plant  pest  and  will  not 
have  a  significant  impact  on  the  quality 
of  the  human  environment.  Based  on  its 
finding  of  no  significant  impact,  the 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service  has  determined  that  an 
environmental  impact  statement  need 
not  be  prepared. 

ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  environmental 
assessment  and  finding  of  no  significant 
impact  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  USDA,  room  1141,  South 
Building,  14th  Street  and  Independence 
Avenue  SW.,  Washington,  DC,  between 
8  a.m.  and  4:3d  p.m.,  Monday  through 
Friday,  except  holidays.  Persons 
wishing  to  inspect  these  documents  are 
encouraged  to  call  ahead  (202-690- 
2817)  to  facilitate  entry  into  the  reading 
room. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Dr. 
Arnold  Foudin,  Deputy  Director, 
Biotechnology  Permits,  Biotechnology, 
Biologies,  and  Environmental 
Protection,  APHIS,  USDA,  room  850, 
Federal  Building,  6505  Belchrest  Road, 
Hyattsvile,  MD  20782,  (301)  436-7612. 
For  copies  of  the  environmental 
assessment  and  finding  of  no  significant 
impact,  write  to  Mr.  Clayton  Givens  at 
the  same  address.  Please  refer  to  the 
permit  number  listed  below  when 
ordering  documents. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
regulations  in  7  CFR  part  340  (referred 
to  below  as  the  regulations)  regulate  the 
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introduction  (importation,  interstate 
movement,  and  release  into  the 
environment)  of  genetically  engineered 
organisms  and  products  that  are  plant 
pests  or  that  there  is  reason  to  believe 
are  plant  pests  (regulated  articles).  A 
permit  must  be  obtained  before  a 
regulated  article  may  be  introduced  into 
the  United  States.  The  regulations  set 
forth  the  procedures  for  obtaining  a 
limited  permit  for  the  importation  or 
interstate  movement  of  a  regulated 
article  and  for  obtaining  a  permit  for  the 
release  into  the  environment  of  a 
regulated  article.  The  Animal  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service  (APHIS)  has 


stated  that  it  would  prepare  an 
environmental  assessment  and.  when 
necessary,  an  environmental  impact 
statement  before  issuing  a  permit  for  the 
release  into  the  environment  of  a 
regulated  article  (see  52  FR  22906). 

In  the  course  of  reviewing  the  permit 
application,  APHIS  assessed  the  impact 
on  the  environment  that  releasing  the 
organisms  under  the  conditions 
described  in  the  permit  application 
would  have.  APHIS  has  issued  a  permit 
for  the  field  testing  of  the  organisms 
listed  below  after  concluding  that  the 
organisms  will  not  present  a  risk  of 
plant  pest  introduction  or  dissemination 
and  will  not  have  a  significant  impact 


on  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment.  The  environmental 
assessment  and  finding  of  no  significant 
impact,  which  are  bas^  on  data 
submitted  by  the  applicant  and  on  a 
review  of  other  relevant  literature, 
provide  the  public  with  documentation 
of  APHIS’  r^ew  and  analysis  of  the 
environmental  impact  associated  with 
conducting  the  field  tests. 

An  environmental  assessment  and  a 
finding  of  no  significant  impact  have 
been  prepared  by  APHIS  relative  to  the 
issuance  of  a  permit  to  allow  the  field 
testing  of  the  following  genetically 
engineered  organisms: 


Permit  No. 

Permittee 

Date  Issued 

Organisms 

Field 

test  loca¬ 
tion 

92-352-01,  renewal  of  permit 
92-049-03,  issued  on  04-15- 
92. 

Petoseed 

porated. 

Company, 

hxxx- 

01-27-93 

Tomato  plants  genetically  engineered  to  express  anti-sense  gene 
constructs  of  polygalacturonase  (PG).  pectinesterase  (PE),  and 
elhylerw  forming  enzymes,  to  modify  ripening. 

CaUfomla. 

The  environmental  assessment  and 
finding  of  no  significant  impact  have 
been  prepared  in  accordance  with:  (1) 
The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969  (NEPA)  (42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.), 
(2)  Regulations  of  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  for 
Implementing  the  Procedural  Provisions 
of  NEPA  (40  CFR  parts  1500-1508),  (3) 
USDA  Regulations  Implementing  N^A 
(7  CFR  part  lb),  and  (4)  APHIS 
Guidelines  Implementing  NEPA  (44  FR 
50381-50384,  August  28, 1979,  and  44 
FR  51272-51274.  August  31, 1979). 

Done  in  Washington,  DC,  this  1st  day  of 
March  1993. 

Lonnie  ).  King, 

Acting  Administrator.  Animal  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4980  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  ami 
BIUING  CODE 

[Docket  No.  93-010-1] 

Receipt  of  Permit  Applications  for 
Release  Into  the  Environment  of 
Genetically  Engineered  Organisms 

AGENCY:  Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service,  USDA. 

ACTION:  Notice. 


SUMMARY:  We  are  advising  the  public 
that  45  applications  for  permits  to 
release  genetically  engineered 
organisms  into  the  environment  are 
being  reviewed  by  the  Animal  and  Plant 
Health  Inspection  Service.  The 
applications  have  been  submitted  in 
accordance  with  7  CFR  part  340,  which 
regulates  the  introduction  of  certain 
genetically  engineered  organisms  and 
products. 

ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  applications 
referenced  in  this  notice,  with  any 
confidential  business  information 
deleted,  are  available  for  public 
inspection  in  room  1141,  South 
Building,  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  14th  Street  and 
Independence  Avenue  SW.. 
Washington,  DC,  between  8  a.m.  and 
4:30  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday, 
except  holidays.  Persons  wishing  to 
inspect  applications  are  encouraged  to 
call  ahead  (202-690-2817)  to  facilitate 
entry  into  the  comment  reading  room. 
You  may  obtain  copies  of  the 
documents  by  writing  to  the  person 
listed  under  FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION 
CONTACT. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Dr.  Arnold  Foudin,  Deputy  Director, 
Biotechnology  Permits.  Biotechnology, 


Biologies,  and  Environmental 
Protection,  APHIS,  USDA,  room  850, 
Federal  Building,  6505  Belcrest  Road. 
Hyattsville.  MD  20782,  (301)  436-7612. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
regulations  in  7  CFR  {>art  340, 
’’Introduction  of  Organisms  and 
Products  Altered  or  Produced  Through 
Genetic  Engineering  Which  Are  Plant 
Pests  or  Which  There  Is  Reason  To 
Believe  Are  Plant  Pests,”  require  a 
pterson  to  obtain  a  permit  before 
introducing  (importing,  moving 
interstate,  or  releasing  into  the 
environment)  into  the  United  States 
^  certain  genetically  engineered 
organisms  and  products  that  are 
considered  "regulated  articles.”  The 
regulations  set  forth  procedures  for 
obtaining  a  permit  for  the  release  into 
the  environment  of  a  regulated  article, 
and  for  obtaining  a  limited  permit  for 
the  importation  or  interstate  movement 
of  a  regulated  article. 

Pursuant  to  these  regulations,  the 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service  has  received  and  is  reviewing 
the  following  applications  for  permits  to 
release  genetically  engineered 
organisms  into  the  environment: 


Application  No.  Applicant  I  Organtems  Field  test  location 


93-011-01  .  Pioneer  HFBred  Inler-  01-11-93  Soybean  piants  genetically  engineered  to  express  ^me-  IWrwis,  Iowa,  Missouri,  Mts- 

national.  Incorporated.  thionirte-rich  seed  storage  protein  gerte.  ^  sissippi,  Otiio,  Tennessee. 

93-011-02,  renewal  of  per-  Monsarrto  Agricultural  Com-  01-11-93  Cotton  plants  geneticaly  engineered  to  express  a  delta-  North  Carolirui. 

mit  91-347-03.  issued  on  panv  endotoxin  from  BaeWus  ttwringiensis  subsp.  KutstaU 

04-14-92  for  resistance  to  lepidopteran  Insects. 
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AppNcatton  Na 

AppMcanl 

Date  re¬ 
ceived 

Organleme 

Field  teal  location 

93-011-03,  ronawl  of  par- 
mil  92-037-02,  laaued  on 
06-03-92. 

Monsanto  Agriculhifal  Com- 
pany. 

01-11-93 

Soybean  plants  genetically  engineered  to  exprees  the 
enzyme  S-enolpynivyI  shll(lmaie-3pho6phate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolzlng  anzyme  tor  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosato. 

North  Carolina. 

93-011-04,  renewal  ol  per- 
mN  92-073-03.  laauad  on 
06-15-92. 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-11-93 

Soybean  plants  geneticaRy  engineered  to  express  the 
enzyme  5-enoipyruvyl  8hlldmate-3-ph08phate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  enzyme  for  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

MIrmesota. 

93-011-05  _ 

Monsanto  Agricuituial  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-11-93 

Colton  pianis  genetically  engineered  to  express  a  delta- 
endoloxin  fr^  Badllua  Ihuringtenels  subsp.  kurstaU 
for  resistance  to  iepidopteran  Insects. 

Alabama,  Arizona,  Artairr- 
sas,  CaHfomla,  Georgia, 
Louisiana,  Mississi^, 

South  Carolina,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  Texas. 

93-012-02  _  _ 

Monsanto  Agricuttural  Com- 
pany. 

01-12-93 

Colton  planis  gerreOcaRy  engirieered  to  express  the  en¬ 
zyme  5-eriolpyruvyl  shUdmate-O-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  anzyme  for  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

North  Carolina. 

93-012-03  _ 

Monaanlo  Agricuituial  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-12-93 

Colton  planis  gerrelicaliy  engineered  to  express  the  arr- 
zyme  5-enoipyruvyi  shiklmate-3phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  enzyme  for  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Alabama,  Arizona,  Atlrarr- 
sas,  CaHfomia,  Georgia, 
Louisiana,  Mississippi, 

Texas. 

93-012-04  _ 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com- 
pany. 

01-12-93 

Com  planis  genc^Hy  ertgineered  to  express  a  delta- 
endotoxin  from  Bacillus  thuringlensis  subsp.  kurstakl 
lor  resistance  to  European  com  borer  and  a  gene  for 
tolerance  to  the  herbicide  glyphosate  and  to  express 
gerres  for  Irx^reased  solids  contenL 

Illinois,  Ohio. 

93-012-05,  rertewal  ol  per¬ 
mit  92-007-01,  Issued  on 
04-29-92. 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com- 
pany. 

01-12-93 

Soybean  plants  gerretically  engineered  to  express  the 
enzyme  5-enolpyruvyl  8hlkimate-3-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  eruyme  for  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Illirrois. 

93-012-06,  ret>owal  ol  per¬ 
mit  92-037-03,  Issued  on 
05-19-92. 

Mortsanto  Agricultural  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-12-93 

Soybean  plants  genetically  errgirraered  to  express  the 
enzyme  5-enolpyruvly  sNkimate-S-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  enzyme  for  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Wisconsin. 

93-012-07,  renewal  ol  per¬ 
mit  92-055-01,  Issued  on 
05-20-92. 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-12-93 

Soybean  plants  geneticaily  engirreered  to  express  the 
enzyme  5-enolpyruvly  shikimale-S-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  enzyme  for  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Virginia. 

93-01301  .  . . 

R.J.  Rayrxtids  Tobacco 
Company. 

01-13-93 

Tobacco  plants,  geneticatly  engineered  to  express  an 
acetohydroxyadd  enzyme  for  tolerance  to  the  herbi¬ 
cide  sulfonyluraa  or  a  nitrilase  enzyme  for  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  bromoxynil. 

North  Carolina 

93-014-01  _  _ 

Cftta-Geigy  Corporation _ 

01-14-93 

Com  plants  gertetically  errgineered  to  express  a  delta- 
endotoxin  from  Badtus  thuringlensis  subsp.  kurslaU 
for  rasistarxre  to  European  com  borer. 

Florida,  HawaU,  Illinois. 

Iowa,  Nebraska,  North 
Carolina. 

93-014-02  _ 

OeKab  Plant  Gertetics _ 

01-14-93 

Com  plants  geneticalty  errgirreered  to  express  a 
phosphionthricin  acetyl  trarrsferase  gerre  for  toterarrce 
to  the  herbicides  glufosinate  and  bialaphos. 

Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kan¬ 
sas,  Michigan,  Minrresota, 
Nebraska,  Ohio.  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  South  Dakota, 
Texas,  Wisconsin. 

93-014-03  _ 

Noilhrup  King  Company _ 

01-14-93 

Com  plants  geneticaliy  engineered  to  express  a  delta- 
endotoxin  from  Bacillus  thuringlensis  subsp.  kurstaU 
strain  HD-1  for  resistance  to  European  com  borer  or 
the  coat  protein  genes  of  maize  dwarf  mosaic  virus 
strain  B  (MOMV-B)  for  resistance  to  MDMV-B. 

lUirKris,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kan¬ 
sas,  Kentucky,  Minnesota, 
Nebraska,  North  Carolina, 

Ohio,  Permsylvania,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  Wisconsin. 

93-019-01,  renewal  of  per- 
mil  92-002-05,  Issued  on 
05-05-92. 

Pioneer  Hi-Bred  Inter¬ 
national,  incorporated. 

01-19-93 

Com  plants  genetically  engineered  to  express  a  coat 
protein  from  maize  dwarf  mosaic  vims  (MOMV)  for  re¬ 
sistance  to  MOMV. 

Iowa.  _ 

93-019-02  . 

North  CaroUrta  State  Univer- 
sHy. 

01-19-93 

Com  planis  genetically  engineered  to  express  a  delta- 
endotoxin  from  Bacillus  thuringlensis  subsp.  kurstaU 
strain  HO-1  for  resistance  to  Iepidopteran  irrsects. 

North  Carolina. 

93-019-03,  rertewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-014-01,  issued  on 
04-29-92. 

North  Carolina  State  Univef- 
slty. 

01-19-93 

Tobacco  planis  genetically  express  a  delta-erxloloxin 
from  Bacillus  thuringlensis  subsp.  kurstaU  strain  HD-1 
for  resistance  to  Iepidopteran  Irrsects. 

North  Carolina. 

93-021-01  . - . 

Campbet  Research  and  De- 
veiopmera. 

01-21-93 

Tomato  plarrts  gerretically  engineered  to  express  two 
genes  for  modified  riperring. 

CaHfomia. 

93-021-02  _ 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com- 
pany. 

01-21-93 

Com  plants  genetically  engirreered  to  express  a  delta- 
endotoxin  from  BadHus  thuringlensis  subsp.  kurstaU 
for  resistance  to  European  com  borer  and  a  gerre  for 
tolerance  to  the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

lUinois. 

93-021-03  _ 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com- 
pany. 

01-21-93 

Com  plants  geneticaHy  engineered  to  express  a  delta- 
andotoxin  from  Badrius  thuringiensls  sttosp.  kurstaU 
for  resistance  to  European  com  borer  and  a  gene  for 
tolerance  to  the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Iowa. 

93-021-04  _ 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com- 
pany. 

01-21-93 

Com  ^nts  geneticaHy  engineered  to  express  a  delta- 
endotoxin  from  Bacillus  thuringlensis  subsp.  kurstaU 
for  resistance  to  European  com  borer  and  a  gene  for 
tolararrce  to  the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Illinois. 

93-021-05  _ 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-21-93 

Com  plants  genetically  errgkieered  to  express  a  delta- 
erxfotoxin  from  BacUtus  thurktglensis  subsp.  kurstaU 
for  resistance  to  European  com  borer  and  a  gerre  for 
tolerance  to  the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Illinois. 
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AppNcatton  No. 

AppicanI 

Date  re¬ 
ceived 

Organisms 

Field  test  locatton 

93-021-06  .  _ 

Monsanto  Agrtcuttuial  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-21-93 

Com  pianis  geneticaly  engineered  to  express  a  delta- 
andotoxln  from  BacMIus  IhuringlensM  sut>sp.  kuistaU 
lor  restslanoe  to  European  com  borer  and  a  gene  lor 
tolerance  to  the  herbicide  giyphoaate. 

HNnois. 

93-021-07  _ 

Monsanto  Agricultural  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-21-93 

Com  plants  genetIcaNy  engineered  to  express  a  delta- 
endotoxin  from  BadUs  touringisnsis  subsp.  tomtaU 
for  resistance  to  European  com  borer  and  a  gem  tor 
toleranca  to  the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Illinois. 

93-021-08  -  ...  -.. 

Monsanto  Agrlcullural  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-21-93 

Com  plants  genetically  ent^ieered  to  express  a  delta- 
endotoxln  from  BadHua  thurlnglenala  subsp.  kurstaW 
tor  tesManca  to  European  com  borer  and  a  gene  for 
tolorance  to  the  herbicide  glyphoeate. 

Iowa. 

93-021-09  _ 

HoectMt  Roussel  Agil-Vet 
Company, 

01-21-93 

Com  pianis  geneticaHy  engineered  to  ertoress  the  en¬ 
zyme  phosphinothrtcirvN-acelyltrans-ferase  (PAT)  tor 
^  tolerance  to  toe  herbicide  giufosinate. 

INnois,  Indtona,  Iowa,  Mto- 
sissippi,  Mtesourt,  Ne¬ 
braska,  North  Dakota 

93-021-10,  renevMri  of  per- 
mil  92-017-04,  Issued  on 
05-15-92. 

Hoecfwt  Roussel  Agrt-Vet 

1  Company. 

01-21-93 

Com  plants  genetically  enj^neered  to  express  toe  en¬ 
zyme  phosphtoothridn  acetyltrans-ferase  (PAT)  tor  tol¬ 
erance  to  the  herbicide  giufosinate. 

Mlnois,  Indiana.  Iowa.  Ne¬ 
braska. 

93-021-11,  renewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-043-01,  Issued  on 
06-05-92. 

Hoechst  Roussel  Agri-Vet 
Company. 

01-21-93 

Com  plants  genelicaMy  engirteered  to  express  the  erv 
zyrrw  phoephinotottcin  acelyllrans-lerase  (PAT)  tor  tol- 
eranoe  to  toe  phoephinotoricin  class  of  herbicides. 

Minnesota. 

93-022-01  _ 

North  Dakota  State  Univer¬ 
sity. 

01-22-93 

Potato  pianis  genetically  engineerad  to  express  a  gene 
for  altered  hydrate  metabolism. 

North  Dakota. 

93-022-02,  renewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-022-03,  issued  on 

Pkx)^  Hl-Bred  Inter- 
nationai.  Incorporated. 

01-22-93 

Com  plants  genetically  engineered  to  express  wheat 
germ  aggkiti^  for  resistance  to  European  com  borer. 

Iowa. 

05-04-92. 

93-022-03  . .  „. 

AgrtPro  Seeds . . 

01-22-83 

Soybean  pianis  geneticaay  engineered  to  express  the 
enzyme  5-enoipyruvyl  shikimate-3-phoaphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  arrd  a  metabolizing  enzyme  tor  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

todtona,  Iowa. 

93-022-04  _  _ 

Upjohn  Company _ _ _ 

01-22-93 

Soybean  plants  geneticaMy  engineered  to  express  the 
enzyme  5-enolpyruvyl  shildmate-3-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  enzyme  lor  tolerance  to 
toe  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Arkansas,  Mlnois.  Indtona, 

Iowa,  Maryland,  Michigan, 
Wisconsla 

93-026-01,  renewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-016-01,  Issued  on 
05-11-92. 

Monsanto  Agricultutal  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-26-93 

Soybean  plants  genetically  engineerad  to  express  the 
enzyme  5-enolpynnryl  ahlkimate-3-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  nretaboMzing  anzyrtre  tor  toletance  to 
the  herbidda  glyphosate.. 

Arkansas. 

93-026-02  . 

Delta  and  Pine  Land  Com¬ 
pany. 

01-26-93 

Soybean  plants  gen^icaliy  engineered  to  express  the 
enzyme  5-enolpyruvyl  shikimate-3-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  rrtelabollzing  enzyme  lor  tolerance  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Mississippi 

93-026-03,  renewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-113-01,  Issued  on 

Univefsity  of  Wlsconsln- 
Markson. 

01-26-93 

Pseudomonas  ayringae  which  Is  a  norr-lesion  forming 
Tn5  mutant. 

Wisconsin. 

06-09-92. 

93-026-04  . 

University  of  CaHlomia, 
Berkeley. 

01-26-93 

Pseudomonaa  ayringae  which  Is  a  TnS  mutarrt  having 
reduced  eplph^  fitness. 

CaMomia. 

93-026-05,  renewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-049-05.  Issued  on 
04-29-92. 

Upjohn  Company  . 

01-26-93 

Com  plants  genetically  engineered  to  express  a 
phosphlnotori^  acetyttransferase  (PAT)  gerre  for  tol¬ 
erance  to  toe  herbicide  giufosinate. 

Michigan,  Puerto  Rico 

93-026-06  . . 

Pioneer  Hi-Bied  Inter¬ 
national  Incorporated. 

01-26-93 

Soybean  plants  genetically  angtoeered  to  express  the 
aruyme  S-enolpyruvyI  shikimate-S-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  enzyme  tor  tolatanoe  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate  or  a  methionine-rIch  seed 
storage  protein  from  Brazil  nuL 

Mlnois,  Iowa,  Mississippi, 

Missouri,  Ohio,  Ten¬ 
nessee. 

93-026-07,  renewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-002-03,  issued  on 
04-16-92. 

Pioneer  Hl-Bred  Inter¬ 
national,  Incorporated. 

01-26-93 

Com  plants  genettoaRy  er>glneered  to  express  a  coat 
protein  from  maize  chlorotic  dwarf  vims  (MCOV)  tor 
resistance  to  MCDV. 

Tennessee. 

93-026-08,  renewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-002-04,  issued  on 
04-30-92. 

Piorteer  Hl-Bred  Inter¬ 
national,  Incorporated. 

01-26-93 

Com  plants  genedcalty  engineered  to  express  a  coat 
prot^  from  maize  chlor^  mottle  virus  (MCDV)  for 
resistance  to  MCMV. 

Nebraska. 

93-026-09,  rerrewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-156-01,  issued  on 
08-29-91. 

UrrivetBlty  of  Florida  _ 

01-26-93 

Tobacco  plants  genetically  engineerad  to  express  a  coat 
protein  from  tobacco  etch  vims  (TEV)  tor  resistance  to 
TEV. 

Florida. 

93-027-01,  renewal  of  per¬ 
mit  92-028-01,  Issued  on 
05-27-92. 

Purdue  University - 

01-27-93 

Tomato  plants  genetically  engineered  to  ertoress  an  anti- 
sense  pectin  methyl  esterase  (PME)  chimeric  gene  to 
increase  the  soluble  solid  conienL 

Indiana 

93-029-01  . . .  .. 

Dalryland  Seed  Company, 
Incorporated. 

01-29-93 

Soybean  plants  genetically  engineered  to  express  the 
enzyme  5enolpyruvyl  shlkimate-3-phosphate  synthase 
(EPSPS)  and  a  metabolizing  enzyme  tor  toieranoe  to 
the  herbicide  glyphosate. 

Mlnois,  ndlana,  Wisconsla 

93-029-02  ..  _ 

DowElanco,  United 

AgrISeeds. 

01-29-93 

Com  pianis  geneOcally  engineered  to  axprees  resistanoe 
to  certain  insects  and  toterance  to  certain  herbicides. 

NHnois.  ndlana. 
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Done  in  Washington,  DC,  this  1st  day  of 
March  1993. 

Lonnie  King, 

Acting  Administrator,  Animal  and  Plant 
Heoith  Inspection  Service. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4979  FUed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BIUJNQ  CODE 


Forest  Service 

Exemption  of  Grizzly  Creek  Salvage 
Timber  Sale  Project  From  Appeal 

AGENCY:  USDA,  Forest  Service, 

Northern  Region. 

ACTION:  Notification  that  a  salvage 
timber  sale  project  designed  to  recover 
insect-  and  disease-kill^  timber  is 
exempted  from  appeals  imder 
provisions  of  36  QH  part  217. 

SUMMARY:  During  routine  forest  surveys 
conducted  during  1991  and  1992,  insect 
and  disease  infestations  in  the  Grizzly 
Creek  drainage  about  15  miles 
northwest  of  Silverton,  Idaho,  were 
identified  and  monitored. 

Approximately  115  acres  of  commercial 
sawtimber  killed  or  severely  damaged 
were  identified.  In  1992,  the  Wallace 
District  Ranger,  Idaho  Panhandle 
National  Forests,  proposed 
rehabilitation  action  designed  to  salvage 
insect-  and  disease-killed  timber  and 
promote  forest  health  in  the  afiected 
area.  The  District  Ranger  has  - 
determined  through  the  environmental 
analysis  documented  in  the  Grizzly 
Creek  Salvage  Timber  Sale 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  that 
there  is  good  cause  to  expedite  these 
actions  in  order  to  rehabilitate  National 
Forest  system  lands  and  recover 
damaged  resources.  Salvage  of 
commercial  sawtimber  within  the 
affected  area  must  be  accomplished  as 
soon  as  possible  in  order  to  avoid 
further  deterioration  of  sawtimber, 
reduce  the  risk  of  catastrophic  wildfire, 
and  avoid  further  spread  of  insect  and 
disease  to  adjacent  healthy  stands. 
EFFECTIVE  DATE:  Effective  on  March  4, 
1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Steve  Williams;  District  Ranger;  Wallace 
Ranger  District;  Idaho  Panhwdle 
National  Forests;  Box  14;  Silverton, 
Idaho  83867. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Routine 
forest  surveys  of  insect  and  disease 
infestations  conducted  during  1991  and 
1992  on  the  Wallace  Ranger  District 
resulted  in  the  identification  of 
approximately  115  areas  of  salvageable 
commercial  sawtimber  in  the  Grizzly 
Creek  drainage.  The  timber  killed  by 
insects  and  diseases  is  located  within 
Management  Areas  1  and  4,  as 


designated  in  the  Idaho  Panhandle 
National  Forests  and  Resource 
Management  Plan  (1987).  These  lands 
are  designated  as  suitable  timberlands 
and  to  be  managed  for  a  variety  of 
resource  goals. 

In  February  of  1992,  the  District 
Ranger,  Wallace  Ranger  District,  Idaho 
Panhandle  National  Forests,  proposed 
the  salvage  harvest  of  the  trees  killed  by 
insect  and  disease  infestations.  This 
proposal  was  designed  to  meet  the 
following  needs:  (a)  Salvage 
merchantable  timber  products;  (b) 
protect  against  insect  and  disease;  (c) 
improve  the  net  growth  and  yield  of 
timber  resources;  (d)  rehabilitate  timber 
stands  that  are  understocked  through 
site  preparation  and  planting;  (e) 
contribute  to  watershed  recovery 
through  application  of  management 
practices  designed  to  minimize  erosion 
and  sedimentation  potential;  (f)  manage 
big  game  habitat  toward  achieving  the 
goals  of  the  Idaho  Panhandle  National 
Forests  Forest  Plan;  and  (g)  reduce  the 
risk  of  large  wildfires  by  reducing  fuel 
loading  to  the  point  where  fire 
suppression  efforts  would  be  more 
effective. 

An  interdisciplinary  team  was 
convened,  and  scoping  began  in  1992. 
Eight  issues  were  identified  and  were 
the  basis  for  the  analysis  of  the 
environmental  analysis  disclosed  in  the 
EA.  Four  alternatives  were  developed;  a 
No  Action  alternative  and  three  salvage 
and  rehabilitation  alternatives. 

The  selected  alternative  would 
salvage  approximately  2,420  MBF  of 
dead  timber  on  115  acres.  Group 
shelterwood  harvesting  is  prescribed  for 
the  salvage  operations.  All  units  are 
accessible  for  existing  roads.  No  new 
road  construction  or  reconstruction  is 

[>lanned  for  this  sale.  Conifer  species 
ess  likely  to  be  susceptible  to  mortality 
due  to  root  rot  and/or  blister  rust  will 
be  planted  in  the  harvested  areas. 
Approximately  6  miles  of  non-system 
road  will  be  ripped  and  re-vegetated. 

The  sale  and  accompanying 
rehabilitation  work  is  designed  to 
a(xx)mplish  the  objectives  as  quicddy  as 
possible.  Prompt  implementation  of  the 
salvage  sale  is  necessary  to  capture 
potential  volume  losses  due  to 
deterioration.  This  would  facilitate  the 
prompt  reforestation  of  the  afiected  area, 
initiation  of  watershed  and  fisheries 
habitat  rec»very  projects,  the  restoration 
of  elk  habitat  and  maintenance  of  elk 
security,  and  reduce  the  risk  of  large 
wildfires.  To  expedite  implementation 
of  this  decision,  procedures  outlined  in 
36  CFR  part  217(a)(ll)  are  being 
followed.  Under  this  regulation  the 
following  may  be  exempt  bom  appeal: 


Decisions  related  to  rehabilitation  of 
National  Forest  System  lands  and 
Tocovery  of  forest  resources  from  natiual 
disasters  or  other  natural  phenomena 
*  *  *  when  the  Regional  Forester  *  *  * 
determines  and  gives  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register  that  good  cause  exists 
to  exempt  such  decisions  from  review 
under  this  part. 

Based  on  the  environmental  ttoalysis 
documented  in  the  Grizzly  Creek 
Salvage  Timber  Sale  EA  and  the  District 
Ranger’s  Decision  Notice  for  this 
project,  I  have  determined  that  good 
cause  exists  to  exempt  this  decision 
firom  administrative  review.  Therefore, 
upon  publication  of  this  notice,  this 
project  will  not  be  subject  to  review 
under  36  CFR  part  217. 

Dated:  February  24, 1993. 

David  F.  Jolly, 

Regional  Forester,  Northern  Region. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4838  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

BIUJNQ  CODE  S410-1«-M 


COMMISSION  ON  CIVIL  RIGHTS 

Agenda  and  Notice  of  Public  Meeting 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Advisory 
Committee 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Rules  and 
Regulations  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on 
Civil  Rights,  that  a  meeting  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Advisory 
Committee  to  the  Commission  will 
convene  at  12:30  p.m.  and  adjourn  at  3 
p.m.  on  Friday,  March  19, 1993,  624 
Ninth  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  E)C, 
Conference  Rm.  540.  The  purpose  of  the 
meeting  is  to  review  the  status  of  the 
Committee’s  project  on  mortgage 
lending  and  discuss  follow  up  to  the 
Commission’s  report  on  civil  rights 
issues  in  Mount  Pleasant. 

Persons  desiring  additional 
information,  or  planning  a  presentation 
to  the  Committee,  should  contact  Ms.  M. 
Charito  Kruvant,  202/966-5804,  or  John 
I.  Binkley.  Director,  Eastern  Regional 
Office  at  (202)  376-7533,  facsimile  376- 
7548,  TDD  (202)  376-8116.  Hearing 
impaired  persons  who  will  attend  the 
meeting  and  require  the  services  of  a 
sign  language  interpreter,  should 
contact  the  Regional  Office  of  least  five 
(5)  working  days  before  the  schedule 
date  of  the  meeting. 

The  meeting  will  be  conducted 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  Commission. 
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Dated  at  Washington,  DC,  February  24, 
1993. 

Carol-Lee  Hurley, 

Chief,  Regional  Programs  Coordination  Unit. 
(FR  Doc.  93-4977  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  ami 
BIUJNQ  CODE  eSSS-OI-M 


Agenda  and  Notice  of  Public  Meeting 
of  the  Ohio  Advisory  Committee 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on 
Civil  Rights,  that  a  planning  meeting  of 
the  Ohio  Advisory  Committee  to  the 
Commission  will  be  held  from  9  a.m. 
until  5  p.m.  on  Wednesday,  March  24, 
1993  at  the  Westin  Hotel,  at  Fountain 
Square,  Cincinnati,  Ohio.  The  piupose 
of  the  meeting  is  to  discuss  current 
issues,  orient  members  and  plan  future 
activities. 

Persons  desiring  additional 
information  should  contact  Lynwood  L. 
Battle,  Committee  Chairperson  at  (513) 
983-2843  or  Constance  M.  Davis, 
Regional  Director  of  the  Midwestern 
Regional  Office,  U.S.  Commission  on 
Civil  Rights,  at  (312)  353-8311.  Hearing- 
impaired  persons  who  will  attend  the 
meeting  and  require  the  services  of  a 
sign  language  interpreter  should  contact 
the  Regional  Office  at  least  five  (5) 
working  days  before  the  scheduled  date 
of  the  meeting. 

The  meeting  will  be  conducted 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  Commission. 

Dated  at  Washington,  DC,  February  23, 
1993. 

Carol-Lee  Hurley, 

Chief,  Regional  iVograms  Coordination  Unit. 
(FR  Doc.  93-4976  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BtLUNO  CODE  6335-01-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 

Intent  To  Conduct  Public  Scoping 
Meetings  for  the  Hawaiian  Islands 
Humpback  Whale  National  Marine 
Sanctuary,  HI 

AGENCY:  Sanctuaries  and  Reserves 
Division,  Office  of  Ocean  and  Coastal 
Resource  Management  (OCRM), 
National  Ocean  Service  (NOS),  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration  (NOAA),  Commerce. 
ACTION:  Notice  of  public  scoping 
meetings. 

SUMMARY:  On  November  4, 1992,  former 
President  Bush  signed  Public  Law  102- 
587,  the  Oceans  Act  of  1992,  which 


created  the  Hawaiian  Islands  Hiimpback 
Whale  National  Marine  Sanctuary.  Hie 
Act  legislatively  designates  the  marine 
environment  to  the  100-fathom  (183- 
meter)  isobath  adjoining  the  islands  of 
Lanai,  Maui  and  Mdlokd,  including 
Penguin  Banks.  The  deep  water  area  of 
Pailolo  Channel  from  Cape  Halawa, 
Molokai  to  Nakalele  Point,  Maui  and 
southward  is  included  as  part  of  the 
sanctuary,  as  is  the  area  adjacent  to  the 
Kilauea  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (to  the 
100-fathom  isobath)  on  the  island  of 
Kauai.  The  primary  purposes  of  the 
sanctuary  are  to  protect  humpback 
whales  and  their  habitat  and  to  provide 
for  the  identification  of  marine 
resources  and  ecosystems  of  national 
significance  for  possible  inclusion  in  the 
sanctuary.  The  Act  also  provides  for  the 
inclusion  of  the  waters  arotmd 
Kahoolawe  Island  in  the  sanctuary  on 
January  1, 1996,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  finds  that  the  area  is  not 
suitable  for  sanctuary  status  based  on  an 
examination  and  assessment  of  the 
resources  and  uses  of  the  area. 

The  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA), 
within  the  Department  of  Commerce,  is 
proceeding  to  address  the  legislative 
mandates  contained  within  the  Act. 
These  include: 

(1)  The  preparation  of  a  draft 
environmental  impact  statement, 
management  plan  and  proposed 
implementing  regulations  for  the 
Hawaiian  Islands  Humpback  Whale 
National  Marine  Sanctuary; 

(2)  The  continued  assessment  of  the 
marine  environment  adjacent  to  the 
Island  of  Kahoolawe;  and 

(3)  The  identification  of  marine 
resoxirces  and  ecosystems  of  national 
significance  for  possible  inclusion  in  the 
sanctuary. 

NOAA  will  conduct  six  public 
meetings  in  Hawaii  between  March  15 
and  March  23, 1993,  and  one  meeting  in 
Washington,  DC  on  March  30, 1993,  to 
obtain  public  comments  regarding  the 
scope  and  piupose  of  the  sanctuary. 
Information  pertaining  to  boundary 
modification  alternatives,  management 
alternatives,  existing  resoiuce  protection 
and  management  regimes,  research  and 
interpretive  opportimities,  as  well  as  the 
identification  of  additional  public 
concerns,  will  be  solicited.  Ladividuals 
and  representatives  of  concerned 
organizations  and  government  agencies, 
induding  native  Hawaiian  interests,  are 
invited  and  encouraged  to  attend  the 
meetings.  NOAA  also  encourages  the 
submission  of  written  comments,  prior 
to  April  30, 1993,  to  the  office  identified 
below. 


FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Rafael  V.  Lopez,  Pacific  Regional 
Manager,  Sanctuaries  and  Reserves 
Division,  Office  of  Ocean  and  Coastal 
Resource  Management,  National  Ocean 
Service,  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration,  1825 
Connecticut  Avenue,  NW.,  suite  714, 
Washington,  DC  20235,  (202/606-4126). 
FAX  (202)  606-2496. 

OATES  AND  LOCATIONS:  NOAA’s 
Sanctuaries  and  Reserves  Division  will 
hold  the  following  public  scoping 
meetings: 

•  March  15, 1993,  at  7  p.m.  at  the 
Central  Intermediate  School 
Auditorium,  1302  Queen  Emma  St., 
Honolulu,  Oahu; 

•  March  16, 1993,  at  6:30  p.m.  at  the 
Mitdiell  Pauole  Meeting  Hall,  90  Ainoa 
Street,  Kaunakakai,  Molokai; 

•  March  17, 1993,  at  6:30  p.m.  at  the 
Lanai  School  and  Public  Library,  6th 
and  Fraser,  Lanai  City,  Lanai; 

•  March  18, 1993,  at  6:30  p.m.  at  the 
Lihikai  High  School  Cafeteria,  335  S. 
Papa  Avenue,  Kahului,  Maui; 

•  March  22, 1993,  at  6:30  p.m.  at  the 
Kaha-Kai  Elementary  School  Cafeteria, 
147  Royal  Poinciana  Dr.,  Kailua-Kona; 

•  March  23, 1993,  at  6:30  p.m.  at  the 
Kilauea  Elementary  School  Cafeteria, 
2440  Kolo  Road,  Kilauea,  Kauai;  and 

•  March  30, 1993,  at  1  p.m.  at  the 
Herbert  C  Hoover  Building,  14th  and 
Constitution,  NW.,  room  1414, 
Washington,  D.C 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Title  ID  of 
the  Marine  Protection,  Research  and 
Sanctuaries  Act  of  1972,  as  amended,  16 
U.S.C.  1431  et  seq.,  (MPRSA)  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  designate 
discrete  areas  of  the  marine 
environment  as  national  marine 
sanctuaries  to  protect  their  special 
conservational,  recreational,  ecological, 
historical,  research,  educational,  or 
aesthetic  qualities.  The  Act  is 
administered  by  the  National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration 
(NOAA)  through  the  Office  of  Ocean 
and  Coastal  Resource  Management, 
Sanctuaries  and  Reserves  Division. 

In  December  1977,  NOAA  received  a 
nomination  for  a  humpback  whale 
national  marine  sanctuary  in  the  waters 
ofi  the  western  coast  of  Maui,  Hawaii. 
This  area  had  been  identified  as  a 
principal  breeding  and  calving  area  for 
the  wintering  population  of  endangered 
North  Pacific  humpbacks.  On  Mar^  17, 
1982,  NOAA  declared  the  site  an  Active 
Candidate  for  national  marine  sanctuary 
designation.  In  January  1984,  NOAA 
released  the  "Proposed  Hawaii 
Humpback  Whale  National  Marine 
Sanctuary  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Draft  Management  Plan"  for 
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review  and  comment.  Based  on  the 
comments  received  from  the  general 
public  and  the  local,  state  and  Federal 
governments,  subsequent  review  and 
consideration  of  the  site  by  NOAA  was 
suspended. 

In  Octr^r  1990,  the  101st  U.S. 
Congress  directed  NOAA  to  conduct  a 
study  of  the  feasibility  of  establishing  a 
national  marine  sanctuary  in  the  ma^e 
environment  ad|acent  to  Kahoolawe 
Island,  Hawaii  Ohiblic  Law  101-515).  In 
conducting  the  study,  NOAA  was 
instructed  to  give  special  consideration 
to  the  efrects  such  a  sanctuary  would 
have  on  the  humpback  whale 
populations  that  seasonally  inhabit  the 
waters  off  Kahoolawe  Island. 

The  feasibility  study  concluded  that: 
(1)  There  is  evidence  of  both  biological 
and  cultural/histOTical  resources 
adjacent  to  Kahoolawe  Island  that  merit 
fu^er  investigation  for  national  marine 
sanctuary  status;  (2)  there  are  additional 
marine  areas  within  the  Hawaiian 
archipelago  that  also  merit  further 
consideration;  and  (3)  the  National 
Marine  Sanctuary  Program  could 
contribute  to  enhanced  resource 
protection  of  marine  resources  in 
Hawaii.  The  study  was  transmitted  to 
Congress,  the  State  of  Hawaii  and  the 
general  public  in  January  1992. 

In  November  1992,  former  President 
Bush  signed  Public  Inw  102-587,  the 
Oceans  Act  of  1992,  which  contained 
language  designating  the  marine 
environment  (out  to  100  fathoms) 
around  the  islands  of  Maui,  Lanai, 
Molokai  and  a  portion  of  Kauai  as  the 
Hawaiian  Islands  Hiunpback  Whale 
National  Marine  Sanctuary.  The  primary 

urposes  of  the  sanctuary  are  to  protect 

umpback  whales  and  their  habitat  and 
to  provide  for  the  identification  of 
marine  resources  and  ecosystems  of 
national  significance  for  possible 
inclusion  La  the  sanctuary.  In  response 
to  this  legislation.  NOAA  will:  (1) 
develop  an  environmental  impact 
statement,  comprehensive  management 
plan  and  implementing  regulations  for 
the  sanctuary;  (2)  assess  the  marine 
environment  adjacent  to  Kahoolawe 
Island;  and,  (3)  identify  marine 
resources  and  ecosystems,  in  addition  to 
the  humpback  whales  and  their  habitat, 
fonpossible  inclusion  in  the  sanctuary. 

Ine  waters  aroimd  Maui,  Lanai. 
Molokai  and  Kauai  represent  a  unique 
marine  ecosystem  that  provides  habitat 
for  numerous  marine  species,  including 
wintering  populations  of  the  humpbadc 
whale  (Megaptera  novaeangliae).  The 
humpt^k  whale  was  classified  as  an 
endangered  species  with  the  passage  of 
the  Endanger^  Species  Act  (16  U.S.C 
1531  et  seq.)  in  1973  and  remains  so 
today.  Current  estimates  of  the  number 


of  North  Pacific  humpbadc  whales  in 
existence  are  approxi^tely  2,000 
individuals— considerably  less  than  the 
estimated  15,000  whales  that  existed 
prior  to  exploitation. 

Humpback  whales  in  Ha%vaiian  waters 
principally  use  the  shallow  waters 
within  the  100-fathom  (183-metor) 
isobath  for  breeding  and  calving 
purposes.  The  highest  density  of  whales 
occurs  between  the  months  of  December 
and  March,  primarily  in  waters  around 
the  islands  of  Maui,  Molokai.  Lanai,  and 
Kahoolawe;  around  Niihau  Island;  and 
along  the  northwestern  coast  of  the 
island  of  Hawaii  from  Keahole  Point 
north  to  Upola  Point.  Lower  densities 
are  found  around  Kauai,  Oahu,  and  the 
eastern  and  southwestern  coast  of  the 
island  of  Hawaii.  Few  hampback  whales 
have  been  repmted  around  the  atolls, 
islands,  banlu  and  reefs  of  the 
Northwestern  Hawaiian  Islands. 

Other  species  of  marine  mammals  that 
frequent  these  waters  include  pilot 
whales  (GobicephaJa  meJaena],  false 
killer  whales  (J^udorca  crassidens), 
pygmy  killer  whales  {Feresa  attenuata), 
melon  headed  whales  [Peponocephala 
electro).  Pacific  bottlenose  dolphins 
[Tursiops  truncatus),  spinner  dolphins 
[Stenella  longirostris),  spotted  dolphins 
(SteneJla  spp.),  and  rough  tooth 
dolphins  (Steno  bredanensis).  A 
majority  of  the  Hawaiian  population  of 
juvenile  and  adult  green  sea  turtles 
[Chehnia  mydas)  are  found  in  the 
nearshore  habitat  of  the  main  Hawaiian 
islands.  However,  at  least  90%  of  all 
reproductive  activity  associated  with 
this  Federally-protected  species  occurs 
at  French  Frigate  Shoals  in  the 
Northwestern  Hawaiian  Islands.  Small 
numbers  of  the  endangered  hawksbill 
[Eretmochelys  imbricats)  sea  turtles  are 
found  around  the  islands  of  Molokai 
and  Hawaii  where  a  few  females  have 
nested  recently.  The  endangered 
leatherback  {Dermochelys  coraicea)  and 
olive  ridley  [Lepidochelys  olivacea)  sea 
turtles  also  occur  in  Hawaiian  waters, 
but  nest  elsewhere.  The  endangered 
Hawaiian  monk  seal  {Monacbus 
schauinslandi)  is  found  primarily  in  the 
Northwestern  Hawaiian  Islands. 

Coral  reef  development  in  the 
Hawaiian  Islands  is  varied.  In  general, 
reefs  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  island 
chain  are  less  developed  than  the 
complex  calcareous  structures  found  in 
the  Northwestern  Hawaiian  Islands  and 
tropical  Indo-Padfic  region.  This  is  due 
to  several  factors  such  as:  Exposure  to 
large  waves;  suboptimal  water 
temperature,  clarity  and  salinity;  and 
geographic  isolation,  which  has  left  the 
archipelago  without  large  waves; 
suboptimal  water  temperature,  clarity 
and  salinity;  and  geographic  isolation. 


which  has  left  the  ardiipelago  without 
the  main  reef-building  coral  of  the 
Pacific,  Acropora  sp.  However, 
extensive  fringing  reefs  are  found  off  the 
coasts  of  Oahu,  Kauai,  the  south  coast 
of  Molokai,  and  the  northwest  coast  of 
Lanai.  Porites  sp.  and  Pocillopora  sp. 
are  the  most  common  reef-building 
corals  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands.  Coral 
reefr  provide  habitat  for  a  wide  variety 
of  marine  life  including  fish, 
crustaceans,  mollusks  and  worms.  They 
also  provide  important  breeding  and 
nursery  grounds  for  economically 
important  fisheries  within  state  waters. 

In  addition  to  resource  information 
collected  by  NOAA,  material  gathered 
through  the  public  scoping  meetings, 
coordination  with  other  Federal,  state, 
and  local  resource  management 
agencies,  and  input  from  public 
advocacy  groups  will  be  used  to  develop 
an  environmental  impact  statement, 
management  plan  and  implementing 
regulations  for  the  sanctuary. 

Federal  Domestic  Assistance  Catalog  Number 
11.429,  National  Marine  Sanctuaries 
Program. 

Dated:  February  25, 1993. 

Frank  Maloney, 

Deputy  Assistant  Administrator  for  Ocean 
Services  and  Coastal  Zone  Management. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4888  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BtUJNQ  CO06  361<M)a-M 


Minority  Business  Devetopmeftt 
Agency 

Business  Deveiopment  Center 
Applications:  Caiifomia  IBDC 

AGENCY:  Minority  Business 
Development  Agency.  Commerce. 
action:  Notice. 

summary:  The  Minority  Business 
Development  Agency  (MBDA)  is 
revising  the  closing  date  and  the 
performance  period  for  the  Caiifomia 
IBDC.  The  new  closing  date  will  be 
April  26, 1993.  The  revised  performance 
period  will  be  from  August  1, 1993  thru 
July  31, 1994.  The  original 
Announcement  was  published  in  the 
Febmary  19, 1993,  issue  of  the  FEDERAL 
REGISTER.  The  mailing  address  for 
submission  is:  San  Francisco'  Regional 
Office,  Minority  Business  Development 
Agency.  U.S.  Diepartment  of  Commerce. 
221  Main  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  94105. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Xavier  Mena,  Regional  Director,  San 
Francisco  Regional  Office  at  415/744- 
3001. 

11.801  American  Indian  Program 
(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
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Dated:  Febraary  26, 1993. 

Xavier  Mena, 

Regional  Director,  San  Francisco  Regional 
Office. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4996  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BttJJNO  CODE  3610-21-M 


National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 

Evaluation  of  State  Coastal 
Management  Programs 

AGENCY:  Office  of  Ocean  and  Coastal 
Resotirce  Management,  National  Ocean 
Service,  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA), 
DOC. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  intent  to  evaluate. 

summary:  The  NOAA  Office  of  Ocean 
and  Coastal  Resource  Management 
(OCRM)  announces  its  intent  to  evaluate 
the  performance  of  the  Mississippi 
Coastal  Management  Program  and  the 
North  Carolina  National  Estuarine 
Research  Reserve. 

These  evaluations  will  be  conducted 
pursuant  to  section  312  of  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (C2^MA), 
as  amended.  The  CZMA  requires  a 
continuing  review  of  the  performance  of 
coastal  states  with  respect  to  coastal 
management.  Evaluation  of  coastal 
management  programs  and  estuarine 
reserves  require  findings  concerning  the 
extent  to  which  a  state  has  adhered  to 
the  C2M  program  or  estuarine  reserve 
management  plan  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  adhered  to 
the  terms  of  financial  assistance  awards 
funded  under  the  CZMA.  These  reviews 
include  a  site  visit,  consideration  of 
public  comments,  and  consultations 
with  interested  Federal,  state,  and  local 
agencies  and  members  of  the  public. 
Public  meetings  are  held  as  part  of  the 
site  visits. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  of  the  dates  of 
the  site  visits  for  the  listed  evaluations, 
and  the  dates,  local  times,  and  locations 
of  public  meetings  during  the  site  visits: 

The  Mississippi  Coastm  Management 
Program  site  visit  will  be  April  19  to  23, 
1993.  A  public  meeting  will  be  held 
Wednesday,  April  21, 1993,  at  7  p.m.,  at 
the  Conference  Room,  Coastal 
Management  Division,  Bureau  of  Marine 
Afiairs,  Mississippi  Department  of 
Wildlife  Conservation,  2620  West  Beach 
Boulevard,  Biloxi,  Mississippi  39531. 

The  North  Carolina  National 
Estuarine  Research  Reserve  site  visit 
will  be  May  10  to  14, 1993.  Public 
meetings  will  be  held  Wednesday,  May 
12, 1993,  at  7  p.m.,  at  the  North  Carolina 
Maritime  Museum  Auditorium,  315 
Front  Street,  Beaufort,  North  Carolina 


28516;  and  Thursday,  May  13, 1993,  at 
7:30  p.m.,  at  the  Bryan  Auditorium, 
Morton  Hall,  Univmsity  of  North 
Carolina  at  Wilmington,  601  South 
College  Road,  Wilmington,  North 
Carolina  28403. 

The  States  will  issue  notices  of  the 
public  meetings  in  local  newspapers  at 
least  45  days  prior  to  the  public 
meetings  being  held,  and  will  issue 
other  timely  notices  as  appropriate. 

Copies  of  the  state’s  most  recent 
performance  reports,  as  well  as  OCRM’s 
notifications  and  supplemental  request 
letters  to  the  states,  are  available  upon 
request  from  OCRM.  Written  comments 
finm  interested  parties  regarding  these 
programs  are  encouraged  at  this  time 
and  will  be  accepted  until  15  days  after 
the  site  visit.  Please  direct  written 
comments  to  Vickie  A.  Allin,  Chief, 
Policy  Coordination  Division,  Office  of 
Ocean  and  Coastal  Resource 
Management,  NOS/NOAA,  1825 
Connecticut  Ave.,  NW.,  Washington,  DC 
20235.  When  the  final  evaluation 
findings  are  completed,  OCRM  will 
place  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register 
announcing  their  availability. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Vickie  A.  Allin,  Chief,  Policy 
Coordination  Division,  Office  of  Ocean 
and  Coastal  Resource  Management, 
NOS/NOAA,  1825  Connecticut  Avenue, 
NW.,  Washington.  DC  20235,  (202)  606- 
4100. 

Federal  Domestic  Assistance  Catalog  11.419. 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Program 
Administration. 

Dated:  February  25, 1993. 

Frank  Maloney, 

Depu  ty  Assistance  Administrator  for  Ocean 
Services  and  Coastal  Zone  Mamrgement. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4823  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BMJJNO  CODE  3610-3I-«I 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Department  of  the  Army 

Withdrawal  of  Notice  of  Intent  to 
Prepare  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  a  Section  205 
Flood  Control  Study  of  the  Rio  Anton 
Ruiz,  Punta  Santiago,  PR 

AGENCY:  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
DOD. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  withdrawal. 

SUMMARY:  The  Jacksonville  District,  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  has 
formulated  plans  for  providing  flood 
protection  along  the  Rio  Anton  Ruiz  in 
the  vicinity  of  Flmta  Santiago,  Puerto 
Rico.  Recommendable  plans,  including 
mitigation,  will  result  in  no  net 
significant  impacts  to  the  human 


environment,  and  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  will  not  be  required. 
FOR  FURTHER  MFORMATICN  CONTACT: 
C^iestions  about  the  proposed  action 
can  be  answered  by  Mr.  Edil  Rosas, 

Study  Manager,  Sw  Juan;  telephone 
809/729-6893;  and  on  the  proposed 
action  and  withdrawal  of  the  DEIS  by 
Dr.  Gerald  Atmar,  Enviroiunental 
Studies;  telephone  904/232-2615;  P.O. 
Box  4970,  Jacksonville,  Florida  32232- 
0019. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  MFORMATION: 

a.  The  Rio  Anton  Ruiz  feasibility 
study  is  being  conducted  under 
authority  of  section  205  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1948  as  amended.  An 
intent  to  prepare  a  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  was  published  in 
March  1991. 

b.  The  recommended  plan  includes  a 
levee  around  the  communities  of  Pimta 
Santiago  and  Verde  Mar,  a  Boca  Prieta 
diversion  channel,  internal  drainage 
works  and  mitigation  measures  to  avoid, 
minimize  and  compensate  for  net 
wetland  impacts. 

c.  Studied  alternatives  include  non- 
structural  alternatives  and  structural 
measures,  including  reservoir, 
channelization,  and  levees. 

d.  Scoping  consisted  of  exchanges  of 
correspondence  and  conferences  with 
affect^  or  interested  Federal, 
Commonwealth  and  local  agencies, 
individuals  and  organizations.  On-site 
inspections  and  conferences  were  held 
with  local  residents  and  with 
representatives  of  the  PR  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service. 

e.  Issues  identified  and  addressed 
during  the  study  include  (1)  potential 
impacts  on  wetlands  of  the  Hiunacao 
Natural  Reserve,  (2)  impacts  on 
^undwater  and  siuface  water  cmality 
nom  unidentified  hazardous  and  toxic 
waste  (3)  impacts  on  potentially  present 
archeological  or  historical  resources  and 
(4)  mitigation  alternatives. 

The  oraft  feasibility  report  and 
environmental  assessment  will  be  made 
available  for  public  and  agency  for 
review  in  Jime  1993. 

Kenneth  L.  Denton, 

Anny  Federal  Register  Liaison  Officer. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4924  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BNJJNO  CODE  S710-AJ-M 


Proposed  Change  To  Increase  the 
Limitation  of  Carrier  Liability  in  the 
International  Through  Government  Bill 
of  Lading  (ITGBL)  Program 

AGENCY:  Military  Traffic  Management 
Command,  DOD. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  proposed  change. 
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SUMMARY;  The  Military  Traffic 
Management  Command  is  proposing  to 
increase  the  limitation  of  carrier  liability 
from  the  current  60  cents  per  pound  per 
article  to  $1.25  times  the  net  weight  of 
the  shipment  for  all  DOD-sponsored 
ITGBL  shipments.  The  decision  to 
increase  the  carrier  liability  resp<Hid8  to 
MTMC  and  the  military  services’ 
concerns  that  the  current  60  cents  per 
pound  per  article  is  considerably  below 
the  average  value  of  a  personal  property 
shipment,  and  the  Iknitatimi  may 
contribute  to  less  thw  satisfactory 
service.  The  increased  carrier  liability  is 
intended  to  improve  quality  of  service. 

It  also  provides  the  military  claims 
services’  a  potential  source  of  funds  that 
would  more  efrectively,  and  equitably 
result  in  the  recovery  of  amounts  due 
for  personal  property  lost  or  damaged 
while  in  transit  or  in  storage.  The  $1.25 
released  valuation  would  become  the 
lowest  value  to  be  cited  for  all  Codes  4, 

5. 5a.  6,  7, 8,  J,  and  T  international 
shipments.  The  current  procedures  for 
processing  claims  will  remain  the  same. 
The  cost  for  released  valuation  at  $1.25 
times  the  net  weight  of  a  shipment  (in 
pounds)  will  be  determined  by  the 
carrier  and  factored  into  the  carriers 
transportation  single  factor  rate  (SFR). 
The  increased  carrier  liability  will 
become  elective  with  the  International 
winter  (IW93)  Cycle.  October  1. 1993. 
DATES:  Coments  must  be  received  on 
before  March  30, 1993. 

ADDRESSES:  Mail  comments  to: 
Headquarters,  Military  Traffic 
Management  Command,  ATTN:  MTOP- 
T-4JI  (Ms.  Shelly  Johnson),  5611 
Columbia  Pike,  Falls  Chur^,  VA 
22041-5050. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Ms.  Shelly  Johnson.  (703)  756-1870. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
following  changes  will  be  made  to  the 
International  Personal  Property  Rate 
Solicitation,  1-2. 

Item  410.  Limitation  of  Carrier  Liability 

a.  All  rates  in  this  solicitation  apply 
to  a  released  value  of  $1.25  times  tl^  net 
weight  of  the  shipment  (in  pounds). 

b.  The  carrier  accepts  property  for 
shipment  on  the  PPGBL  under  the 
following  terms  and  conditions: 

(1)  Carrier’s  legal  liability  for  loss  or 
damage  to  goods  will  be  limited  to  $1.25 
times  the  net  weight  (in  pounds)  of  the 
shipment. 

(2)  No  change. 

(3)  The  carrier  reserves  the  right  to 
decline  articles  prohibited  by  law  or 
regulatory  body,  or  which  are  injurious 
or  contaminating  to  the  shipment  The 
carrier  shall  be  liable  for  loss  or  damage 
resulting  from  non-observance  thereof 


(4)  The  carrier  is  not  responsible  for 
loss  or  dam^  caused  by: 

(a)  Act  of  God,  public  authority,  or 
negligence  of  the  owner,  and/or  owner’s 
agent. 

(b)  Hostile  or  warlike  action  in  the 
time  of  peace  or  war.  including  action 
in  hindering,  combating,  or  defending 
against  an  actual,  impending,  or 
expected  attack. 

1  By  any  government  or  sovereign 
power  (de  jure  or  de  facto),  or  by  an 
authority  maintaining  forces. 

2  By  an  agent  of  any  such 
Government,  power,  authority  or  forces. 

3  Contamination  attributahle  to  efiects 
of  radioactive  or  fissionable  materials. 

(c)  Any  weapon  of  war  employing 
atomic  fission  or  radioactive  force 
whether  in  time  of  peace  or  war. 

(d)  Insurrection,  i^)ellion,  revolution, 
civil  war,  usurped  power,  or  action 
taken  by  government  authority  in 
hindering,  combating,  or  defending 
against  such  occurrence,  seizure  or 
destruction  under  qiiarantine  or 
Customs  regulations,  confiscation  by 
order  of  any  Government  or  public 
authority,  or  risks  of  contrabwd  or 
illegal  transportation  or  trade. 

(e)  Strikes,  lockouts,  labor 
disturbances,  riots,  civil  commotion, 
acts  of  person  or  persons  taldng  part  in 
such  occurrence  or  disorder. 

(f)  Inherent  vice  of  the  article  or 
infestations  by  mollusks,  arachnids, 
crustaceans,  parasites,  or  other  types  of 
pests;  fumigations  or  decontamination 
when  not  the  fault  of  the  carrier. 

(g)  The  burden  of  proof  shall  be  on  the 
carrier  to  show  that  the  loss  or  damage 
was  caused  by  the  excepted  conditions 
which  relieve  it  of  liability. 

(5)  The  carrier  shall  not  be  liable  for 
intangible  property,  stamps,  coins,  bank 
notes,  or  securities,  nor  for  the  intrinsic 
or  sentimental  value  of  an  item. 

(6)  The  carrier  shall  be  liable,  only  to 
the  extent  of  its  stated  liability,  for  small 
items  of  extraordinary  value  such  as 
expensive  cameras,  watches,  jewelry 
and  furs. 

(7)  The  carrier  shall  not  be  liable  for 
pre-existing  damage  indicated  on  the 
inventory. 

(8)  The  carrier  shall  not  be  liable  for 
damage  resulting  from  improper 
packing,  when  such  packing  was  not 
performed  by  the  carrier. 

(9)  The  carrier  shall  be  liable  for 
concealed  damage  caused  by  the  carrier, 
or  when  any  visible  damage  to  the 
container  is  noted,  or  when  the  entire 
contents  (or  a  portion  thereof)  are  lost, 
either  while  intransit,  storage-in-transit, 
or  when  delivered  by  the  carrier  at 
destination. 

(10)  Carrier  may,  at  its  option,  require 
proof  of  loss  or  damage  claimed. 


c.  For  the  sake  of  clarity,  the  following 
examples  apply.  These  examples 
identify  carrier’s  maximum  liability. 
Carrier’s  actual  liability  will  not  exceed 
the  actual  cost  of  repairing  or  replacing 
any  article  lost  or  damaged: 

(1)  Shipment  net  wei^t  10,000 
poimds.  Carriers  maximum  liability  for 
any  loss  and/or  damage  occurring  to  this 
shipment  would  be  $1.25  times  10,000 
pounds  or  $12,500. 

(2)  Shipment  net  weight  7,200 
pounds.  Carriers  maximum  liability  for 
any  loss  and/or  damage  occurring  to  this 
shipment  would  be  $1.25  times  7,200  or 
$9,000. 

(3)  Shipment  net  weight  12,000 
poimds.  Frame  is  broken  on  concern 
grand  piano  while  in  transit.  It  is  the 
only  item  damaged  in  shipment. 

Carriers  maximum  liability  for  the  piano 
would  be  $1.25  times  12,000  or  $15,000; 
or  the  actual  cost  or  repairs/ 
replacement,  whichever  is  the  lesser 
amount. 

Kenneth  L.  Denton, 

Army  Federal  Register  Liaison  Officer. 

(FR  Doc  93-4923  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BMJJNO  cooe  S7IO-Oa-M 


Procedural  Changes  In  DOD  Freight 
Rate  Acquisition  Programs — Rnal 
Action 

AGENCY:  Military  Traffic  Management 
Command,  DOD. 

ACTION;  Notice.  _ 

SUMMARY:  On  December  16. 1992  (57  FR 
59834),  the  Military  Traffic  Management 
Command  (MTMC),  on  behalf  of  ffie 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD), 
published  a  notice  of  intent  to  modify 
the  procedures  used  to  acquire  rates  and 
charges  from  the  commercial  motor 
carrier  industry  to  transport  military 
shipments.  'These  modifications  include 
the  issuance  of  freight  traffic  rules 
designed  to  standa^ize  and  simplify 
the  procurement  of  carrier  rates  and 
services  under  49  U.S.C.  10721.  MTMC 
Freight  Traffic  Rules  Publication  No.  2, 
providing  these  rules,  is  now  final. 
Copies  of  this  publication  may  be 
obtained  by  writing  to:  Headquarters, 
Military  Traffic  Management  Command, 
ATTN:  MTOP-P,  5611  Columbia  Pike. 
Falls  Church.  VA  22041-5050, 
telephone  (703)  756-1808. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  MTMC  Freight  Traffic 
Rules  Publication  No.  2  is  efiective 
April  12, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Mr. 
Julian  Jolkvosky,  Military  Traffic 
Management  Command,  A’TTN:  MTOP- 
P,  5611. Columbia  Pike,  Falls  Church, 
VA  22041-5050,  telephone  (703)  756- 
1808. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  MTMC 
Freight  Traffic  Rules  Publication  No.  2 
(MFllU’  No.  2)  contains  rules  and 
accessorial  services  which  will  govern 
the  rates  and  services  of  motor  carriers 
providing  driveway  or  towaway  service 
within  the  United  States  or  between  the 
United  States  and  Canada  or  Alaska. 
Carriers  must  file  these  rates  and 
services  on  a  DOD  Standard  Tender  of 
Freight  Services  (MT  Form  364-R). 
Kenneth  Lm  Denton, 

Army  Federal  Register  Liaison  Officer. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4975  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
aaUNG  CODE  3710-0S-H 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Financial  Assistance  Award;  Intent  to 
Award  a  Grant  to  Texaco,  Inc. 

AGENCY:  U.S.  Department  of  Energy. 
ACTION:  Notice  of  noncompetitive 
Tinancial  assistance  award. 

SUMMARY:  The  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE)  announces  that  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  600.6(a)(6).  it  is  making  a  financial 
assistance  award  based  on  an 
unsolicited  application  which  does  not 
satisfy  the  selection  criteria  of  10  CFR 
600.14(e)(l)(ii)  but  does  satisfy  the 
selection  criteria  of  10  CFR 
600.7(b)(2)(i)(B).  The  Grant  will  be 
awarded  to  Texaco,  Inc.  under  the 
instrument  number  DE-FGOl- 
93FE62803.  Total  estimated  cost  for  this 
study  is  valued  at  $1,400,000,  of  which 
the  U.S.  Elepartment  of  Energy  will 
contribute  $300,000. 

SCOPE:  Texaco,  Inc.  has  determined  to 
fund  this  project  with  $1.1  million  of  its 
own  money.  The  Department  of  Energy 
has  determined,  in  accordance  with  10 
CFR  600.7(b)(2)(i)(B),  that  Texaco,  Inc. 
would  conduct  the  activity  with  its  own 
resources:  however,  DOE’s  support  of 
that  activity  would  enhance  the  public 
benefits  to  be  derived  and  DOE  Imows 
of  no  other  entity  which  is  planning  or 
conducting  such  a  project.  Texaco,  Inc. 
has  developed  a  commercial  tecluiology 
in  which  they  propose  to  perform  a 
feasibility  study  on  the  development  of 
a  co-combustion,  low-rank  coal  and 
heavy  distillates  cogeneration  facility 
for  the  generation  oif  electricity,  district 
heat  and  industrial  heat.  The  feasibility 
study  will  look  at  developing  an 
efficient  and  environmentally  clean 
1300  MW  integrated  gasification 
combined  cycle  cogeneration  plant  in 
Czechoslovakia.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
export  of  a  development  of  a 
cogeneration  plant.  The  Department  of 
Energy  has  determined  it  to  be  in  the 
best  interest  of  DOE  to  award  a 
noncompetitive  grant  to  Texaco.  Inc.  for 


performance  of  this  feasibility  study. 
The  anticipated  project  period  of  the 
proposed  grant  is  12  months  from  the 
effective  date  of  award. 

FOR  FURTHER  ^FORMATION  CONTACT: 

U.S.  Department  of  Energy,  Office  of 
Placement  and  Administraticm,  ATTN: 
Stanley  T.  Colt.  PR-322,1. 1000 
Independence  Avenue  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20585,  (202)  634-4414. 
Scott  Sheffield, 

Acting  Director,  Division  “B",  Office  of 
Placement  and  Administration. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4988  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BHJJNQ  CODE  6460-04-41 


Office  of  Arms  Control  and 
Nonproliferation  Policy 

Proposed  Subsequent  Arrangements 

Pursuant  to  section  131  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  2160),  notice  is  hereby  given  of 
proposed  “subsequent  arrangements" 
under  the  Additional  Agreement  for 
Cooperation  between  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
European  Atomic  Energy  Community 
(EURATOM)  concerning  Peaceful  Uses 
of  Atomic  Energy,  as  amended,  and  the 
Agreement  for  Cooperation  between  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  Government  of  Japan 
concerning  Peaceful  Uses  of  Nuclear 
Energy. 

The  subsequent  arrangements  to  be 
carried  out  under  the  above-mentioned 
agreements  involve  approval  of  the 
following  retransfers:  RTD/JA(EU)-65r 
for  the  transfer  of  67.5  grams  of  \unnium 
enriched  to  3  percent  in  the  isotope 
uranium-235  from  Belgium  to  Japan  for 
use  as  reference  material  for  calibration 
of  mass  spectrometers.  RTD/JA(EU)-66, 
for  the  transfer  of  uranium  mini  plates 
containing  80  grams  of  uranium 
enriched  to  19.95  percent  in  the  isotope 
uranium-235  from  France  to  Japan  for 
use  in  the  NSR  Reactor. 

In  accordance  with  section  131  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
it  has  been  determined  that  this 
subsequent  arrangement  will  not  be 
inimical  to  the  common  defense  and 
security. 

This  subsequent  arrangement  will 
take  effect  no  sooner  than  fifteen  days 
after  the  date  of  publication  of  this 
notice. 

issued  in  Washington,  DC,  on  March  1, 
1993. 

Edward  T.  Fei. 

Acting  Director,  Office  of  Nonproliferation 
Policy. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4986  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  amj 
BiLUMG  CODE  6450-01-M 


Proposed  Subsequent  Arrangement 

Pursuant  to  section  131  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C  2160),  notice  is  her^y  given  of 
a  proposed  “subsequent  arrangemmt" 
under  the  Agreement  for  Cooperation 
between  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  Government 
of  Switzerland  concerning  Civil  Uses  of 
Atomic  Energy,  as  amended,  and  the 
Additional  Agreement  for  Cooperation 
between  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  European 
Atomic  Energy  Community 
(EURATOM)  concerning  Peaceful  Uses 
of  Atomic  Energy,  as  amended. 

The  subsequent  arrangement  to  be 
carried  out  under  the  above-mentioned 
agreements  involves  the  delivery  of  215 
kilograms  of  fissile  plutonium  ^m 
France  to  Belgium  for  use  in  the 
fabrication  of  mixed  uranium- 
plutonium  oxide  (MOX)  fuel  for  use  as 
power  reactor  fuel  within  the  European 
Community.  This  fissile  plutonium, 
which  is  subject  to  United  States 
consent  rights,  will  be  used  to  repay  the 
loan  of  plutonium  from  Belgonucleaire 
in  Belgium  to  Switzerland  of  an 
equivalent  amount  of  fissile  plutonium 
which  was  not  subject  to  United  States 
consent  rights.  The  United  States  will 
consent  to  the  use  of  this  plutonium 
within  the  European  Community  for  the 
above-mentioned  purpose. 

In  accordance  with  section  131  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
it  has  been  determined  that  this 
subsequent  arrangement  will  not  be 
inimical  to  the  common  defense  and 
security. 

This  subsequent  arrangement  will 
take  effect  no  sooner  than  fifteen  days 
after  the  date  of  publication  of  this 
notice  and  after  fifteen  days  of 
continuous  session  of  the  Congress, 
beginning  the  day  after  the  date  on 
which  the  reports  required  by  section 
131(b)(1)  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954.  as  amended  (42  U.S  C.  2160),  are 
submitted  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  Senate.  The  two  time  periods 
referred  to  above  shall  run  concurrently. 

Issued  in  Washington,  DC  on  March  1, 
1993, 

Edward  T,  Fei, 

Acting  Director,  Office  of  Nonproliferation 
Policy. 

(FR  Doc  93-4987  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

BIUJNQ  CODE  6466-61-44 
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Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket  No.  CP93-121-0011 

Williston  Basin  Interstate  Pipeline  Co.; 
Amendment  to  Appiication 

February  26, 1993. 

Take  notice  that  on  February  24. 1993. 
Williston  Basin  Interstate  Pipeline 
Company  (Williston),  200  North  Third 
Street,  suite  300,  Bismarck,  North 
Dakota  58501,  filed  in  Docket  No.  CP93- 
121-001  a  modification  to  its 
application  in  scud  docket  to  specify  a 
change  in  the  testing  of  certain  facilities 
to  be  uprated,  all  as  more  fully  set  forth 
in  the  application,  which  is  on  file  with 
the  Commission  and  open  to  public 
inspection. 

On  December  21, 1992,  Williston  filed 
an  application  pursuant  to  section  7(c) 
of  the  Natural  Gas  Act.  in  Docket  No. 
CP93-121-000,  requesting  authorization 
to  uprate  59.8  miles  of  existing  12-inch 
natural  gas  transmission  pipeline  horn 
its  Worland  Compressor  Station  to  the 
Madden/Wind  River  Junction  by 
increasing  its  maximum  allowable 
operating  pressure  hum  850  psig  to 
1017  psig.  Williston  proposed,  in  that 
application,  to  hydrostatically  test  to 
approximately  1300  psia  approximately 
9  miles  of  the  line  extending  from  the 
Worland  Compressor  Station  to  just 
beyond  the  town  of  Worland.  The 
remaining  50.8  miles  of  line  would  be 
incrementally  tested  with  gas  to  1200 
psia. 

Williston  states  that,  after  additional 
review,  it  has  decided  to  hydrostatically 
test  the  entire  59.8  miles  of  transmission 
line  to  approximately  1300  psia  for  at 
least  8  hours.  All  uprating  and  testing 
would  continue  to  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  title  49.  part  192  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

Any  person  desiring  to  be  heard  or  to 
make  any  protest  with  reference  to  said 
amendment  should  on  or  before  March 
5. 1993,  file  with  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission.  825  North 
Capitol  Street,  NE.,  Washington,  DC 
20426,  a  motion  to  intervene  or  a  protest 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  Commission’s  Rules  of  Practice  and 
Procedure  (18  CFR  385.214  or  385.211) 
and  the  Regulations  under  the  Natural 
Gas  Act  (18  CFR  157.10).  All  protests 
filed  with  the  Commission  will  be 
considered  by  it  in  determining  the 
appropriate  action  to  be  taken  but  will 
not  serve  to  make  the  protestants  parties 
to  the  proceeding.  Any  person  wishing 
to  become  a  party  to  a  proceeding  or  to 
participate  as  a  party  in  any  hearing 
therein  must  file  a  motion  to  intervene 
in  accordance  with  the  Commission’s 


Rules.  Persons  who  have  heretofore 
filed  need  not  file  again. 

Lota  D.  Caahell, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4913  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BHJJNO  CODE  tnr-ot-M 


Office  of  Fossil  Energy 
[Docket  EA-76-A] 

Amendment  to  Authorization  PP-7&- 
EA 

AGENCY:  Office  of  Fossil  Energy,  DOE. 
ACnON:  Notice  of  issuance. 

SUMMARY:  The  Office  of  Fossil  Energy 
gives  notice  that  it  has  issued  an 
amendment  to  order  PP-76-^A 
authorizing  the  New  England  Power 
Pool  to  increase  its  maximum  rate  of 
export  of  electric  energy  from  725- 
megawatts  (MW)  to  2,000-MW 
DATES:  This  action  is  effective  as  of 
February  19, 1993. 

ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  this  order  are 
available  for  inspection  during  normal 
business  hours  in  the  Office  of  Fuels 
Programs  Docket  Room  3F-056, 
Fonestal  Building,  1000  Independence 
Avenue,  SW.,  Washington.  DC  20585, 
(202)  586-9624. 

Issued  in  Washington,  DC,  March  1, 1993. 
Anthony  ).  Como, 

Director.  Office  of  Coal  &■  Electricity,  Office 
of  Fuels  Programs,  Office  of  FcksU  Energy. 
IFR  Doc.  93-4990  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BiujNa  cone  •450-01-M 


[FE  Docket  No.  93-13-NG] 

American  Hunter  Exploration  Ltd.; 
Order  Granting  Blanket  Authorization 
to  Export  Natural  Gas  to  Canada 

AGENCY:  Office  of  Fossil  Energy,  DOE. 
ACTION:  Notice  of  order. 

SUMMARY:  The  Office  of  Fossil  Energy  of 
the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  gives 
notice  that  it  has  issued  an  order 
granting  blanket  authorization  to 
American  Hunter  Exploration  Ltd.  to 
export  up  to  100  Bcf  of  natural  gas  to 
Canada  over  a  two-year  term  be^nning 
on  the  date  of  first  delivery. 

This  order  is  available  for  inspection 
and  copying  in  the  Office  of  Fuels 
Program  D<^et  Room,  3F-056, 

Forrestal  Building,  1000  Independence 
Avenue,  SW.,  Washington.  DC  20585. 
The  docket  room  is  open  between  the 
hours  of  8  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m.,  Monday 
through  Friday,  except  Federal  holidays. 


Issued  in  Washington,  DC,  February  18, 
1993. 

Clifford  P.  Tomaszewski, 

Director.  Office  of  Natural  Gas,  Office  of  Fuels 
Programs. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4989  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
MUJNQ  CODE  M6O-01-M 


FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

[Report  No.  CLr-83-38-A] 

Common  Carrier  Public  Mobile 
Information;  Revision  to  the  Dates  and 
Filing  Requirements  for  Applications 
for  Cellular  Radio  Unserved  Areas 

February  26, 1993. 

The  Public  Notice  Report  No.  CL-93- 
36,  released  December  23, 1992  (Dates  ' 
and  Filing  Requirements  for 
Applications  For  Cellular  Radio 
Unserved  Areas)  (57  FR  62339,  Dec.  30, 
1992)  is  revised  to  include  cellular 
mcu'ket  291  B  Pine  Bluff,  AR.  The 
system  information  update  for  this 
market  is  due  by  Mardi  24, 1993  and 
the  filing  window  for  acceptance  of 
applications  for  unserved  areas  in 
market  291  B  is  May  12, 1993.  All  other 
information  listed  in  the  December  23. 
1992  Public  Notice  remains  in  effect.  In 
addition.  Appendix  E  to  the  First  Report 
and  Order  in  the  Unserved  Areas 
Rulemaking,  6  FCC  Red  6185  (1991)  is 
revised  to  change  the  original  grant  date 
of  the  construction  permit  for  market 
291  B  from  August  5, 1988  to  August  5, 
1987. 

Federal  Communications  Commission. 
Donna  R.  Searcy, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4905  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  ami 
BiujNC  CODE  aria-oi-M 


[Report  No.  1928] 

Petitions  for  Reconsideration  and 
Clarification  and  Application  For 
Review  of  Actions  in  Rulemaking 
Proceedings 

February  24, 1993. 

Petitions  for  reconsideration  and 
clarification  have  been  filed  in  the 
Commission  rulemaking  proceedings 
listed  in  this  Public  Notice  and 
published  pursuant  to  47  CFR  1.429(e). 
The  full  text  of  these  documents  are 
available  for  viewing  and  copying  in 
room  239, 1919  M  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  or  may  be  purchased 
from  the  Commission’s  copy  contractor 
ITS,  Inc.  (202)  857-3800.  Opposition  to 
these  petitions  must  be  filed  March  19, 
1993.  See  §  1.4(b)(1)  of  the 
Commission’s  rules  (47  CFR  1.4(b)(1)). 
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Republic  Bancshares,  Inc.,  Nashville, 
Tennessee,  and  ther^y  indirectly 
acquire  Franklin  Ck>unty  Bank. 
Winchester,  Tranessee. 

2.  First  Capital  Bancorp,  Inc,, 
Norcross,  Georgia;  to  become  a  bank 
holding  company  by  acquiring  100 
percent  of  the  voting  shares  of  Central 
Gwinnett  Bank,  Norcross,  Georgia. 

B.  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of 
Minneapolis  (James  M.  Lyon,  \^cs 
President)  250  Marquette  Avenue, 
Minneapolis.  Minnesetfa  55480: 

1.  Community  First  Bankshares,  Inc., 
Fargo,  North  Ehikota;  to  merge  with 
Lincoln  Banking  Company  Ud.. 
Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado,  and 
thereby  indirectly  acquire  Bank 
Northwest,  Steamboat  Springs, 
Colorado. 

C  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Dallas 

(W.  Arthur  Tribble.  Vice  President)  400 
South  Akard  Street.  Dallas.  Texas 
75222: 

1.  FirstPerryton  Bancorp.  Inc., 
Perryton,  Texas;  to  acquire  99.9  percent 
of  the  voting  shares  of  Texas  Commerce 
Bank  -  Amarillo,  Amarillo,  Texas. 

D.  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  San 
Francisco  (Kenneth  R.  Binning, 
Director,  Bank  Holding  Company)  101 
Market  Street.  San  Francisco,  California 
94105: 

1.  First  Security  Corporation,  Salt 
Lake  City,  Utah;  to  mmge  with  Desert 
Southwest  Community  Bancorp,  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada,  and  tlwreby  indirectly 
acquire  Nevada  Community  Bank.  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada. 

Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  February  26;  1993. 

Jennifer  J.  Johnson, 

Associate  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4928  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BNJJNO  cooc  sno-oi-f 


Aliant  National  Coiporation;  Notice  of 
Application  to  Engage  da  novo  in 
Pennissible  Nonbanking  Activitiea 


Reserve  Bank  indicated.  Once  the 
application  has  been  accepted  for 
processing,  it  will  also  be  available  for 
inspection  at  the  offices  of  the  Board  of 
Governors.  Interested  persons  may 
express  their  views  in  writing  on  the 
question  whether  omsummation  of  the 
proposal  can  "reasonably  be  expected  to 
produce  benefits  to  the  public,  such  as 
greater  ctmvenience,  increased 
competition,  or  gains  in  efficiency,  that 
outweigh  possible  adverse  effects,  such 
as  undue  concentration  of  resources, 
decreased  or  unfair  competition, 
conflicts  of  interests,  or  unsound 
banking  practices."  Any  request  for  a 
hearing  on  this  question  must  be 
accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the 
reasons  a  written  presentation  would 
not  suffice  in  Ueu  of  a  hearing, 
identifying  specifically  any  questions  of 
fact  that  are  in  dispute,  summarizing  the 
evidence  that  would  be  presented  at  a 
hearing,  and  indicating  how  the  party 
commenting  would  be  aggrieved  by 
approval  of  the  proposal. 

Comments  regarding  the  application 
must  be  received  at  the  Reserve  Bank 
indicated  or  the  offices  of  the  Board  of 
Governors  not  later  than  March  24. 
1993. 

A.  Fedmal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta 
(Robert  E.  Heck,  Vice  President)  104 
Marietta  Street,  NW.,  Atlanta,  Georgia 
30303: 

1.  Aliant  National  Corporation, 
Alexander  City.  Alabama;  to  engage  de 
novo  through  its  subsidiary,  Aliant 
Financial  Services  Corporation, 
Alexander  City,  Alabama,  in  securities 
brokerage  and  investment  advisory 
activities  pursuant  to  §§  22S.25(b)(4) 
and  (bKl5)  of  the  Board’s  Regulation  Y. 

Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  February  26, 1993. 

Jennifer  J.  Johnson, 

Associate  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4926  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  ami 
BMJJNG  cooc  mooi-f 


RepUes  to  an  opposition  must  be  filed 
witlun  10  days  after  the  time  for  filing 
oppositions  ^s  expired. 

Subject;  Amendment  of  part  22  of  the 
Commission’s  Rules  to  Provide  for 
Filing  and  Processing  of  Applications 
for  Unserved  Areas  in  the  Cellular  and 
to  Modify  other  Cellular  Rules.  (CC 
Docket  Na  90.6)  Number  of  Petitions 
Filed;  3 

Subject:  Regulation  of  International 
Accounting  Rates.  (CC  Docket  No.  90- 
337)  Nummr  of  Petitions  Filed:  1 

Subject:  Billed  Party  Preference  of  0<f 
InterLATA  Calls  (CC  Docket  No,  92-77) 
Number  of  Petitions  Filed:  8 
Federal  CommunicationB  Commission. 
Donna  R.  Searcy, 

Sacretoiy. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4651  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
Btusto  cooc  Sn>-01-M 


FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM 

First  Alabama  Bancshares,  Inc.,  at  M.; 
Formations  of;  Acquisitions  by;  and 
Mergers  of  Bank  Holding  Complies 

The  companies  listed  in  this  notice 
have  applied  for  the  Board’s  approval 
under  section  3  of  the  Bank  Holding 
Company  Act  (12  U.S.C.  1842)  and  § 
225.14  of  the  Board’s  Regulation  Y  (12 
CFR  225.14)  to  become  a  bank  holding 
company  or  to  acquire  a  bank  or  bank 
holding  company.  The  factors  that  are 
considered  in  acting  on  the  applications 
are  set  forth  in  section  3(c)  of  the  Act 
(12  U.S.C  1842(c)). 

Each  application  is  available  for 
immediate  ins|)ection  at  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  indicated.  Once  the 
application  has  been  accepted  for 
processing,  it  will  also  be  available  for 
inspection  at  the  offices  of  the  Board  of 
Governors.  Interested  persons  may 
express  their  views  in  writing  to  the 
Reserve  Bank  or  to  the  offices  of  the 
Board  of  Governors.  Any  comment  on 
an  application  that  requests  a  hearing 
must  include  a  statement  of  why  a 
written  presentation  would  not  suffice 
in  lieu  of  a  hearing,  identifying 
specifically  any  questions  of  fact  that 
are  in  dispute  and  summarizing  the 
evidence  t^t  would  be  presented  at  a 
hearing. 

Unless  otherwise  noted,  comments 
regarding  each  of  these  applications 
must  be  received  not  later  than  March 
29, 1993. 

A.  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta 
(Robert  E.  Heck.  Vice  President)  104 
Marietta  Street,  NW.,  Atlanta.  Georgia 
30303; 

1.  First  Alabama  Bancshares.  Inc., 
Montgomery,  Alabama;  to  merge  with 


The  company  listed  in  this  notice  has 
filed  an  application  under  §  225.23(a)(1) 
of  the  Board’s  Regulation  Y  (12  CFR 
225.23(aXl))  for  ffie  Board’s  approval 
under  section  4(c)(8)  of  the  B^k 
Holding  Company  Act  (12  U.S.C. 
1843(c)(8))  and  §  225.21(a)  of  Regulation 
Y  (12  Cni  225.21(a))  to  commence  or  to 
engage  de  novo,  either  directly  or 
through  a  subsidiary.  in,a  nonbanking 
activity  that  is  listed  in  $  225.25  of 
Regulation  Y  as  closely  related  to 
banking  and  jrennissible  for  bank 
holding  companies.  Unless  otherwise 
noted,  such  activities  mil  be  conducted 
throughout  the  United  States. 

The  application  is  available  fiK 
immediate  insi>ectioa  at  the  Fed«el 


James  Joseph  Buquet,  Jr,,  et  al.; 
Change  in  Bank  Control  Notices; 
Acquisitions  of  Shares  of  Banks  or 
Bank  Holding  Companies 

’The  notificants  listed  below  have 
applied  under  the  Change  in  Bank 
Control  Act  (12  U.S,C.  1817(j))  and  § 
225.41  of  the  Board’s  Regulation  Y  (12 
CFR  225.41)  to  acquire  a  bank  or  bank 
holding  company.  The  CactcHs  that  are 
considered  in  acting  on  the  notices  are 
set  forth  in  paragraph  7  of  the  Act  (12 
U.S.C.  1817(j){7)). 

'The  notices  are  available  for 
immediate  inspection  at  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  indicated.  Once  the 
notices  have  been  accepted  for 
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processing,  they  will  also  be  available 
for  inspection  at  the  offices  of  the  Board 
of  Governors.  Interested  persons  may 
express  their  views  in  writing  to  the 
Reserve  Bank  indicated  for  that  notice 
or  to  the  offices  of  the  Board  of  > 
Governors.  Comments  must  be  received 
not  later  than  March  24. 1993. 

A.  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta 
(Zane  R.  Kelley.  Vice  President)  104 
Marietta  Street.  NW..  Atlanta,  Georgia 
30303; 

1.  James  Joseph  Buquet,  Jr.,  Houma, 
Louisiana;  to  acquire  6.79  percent; 
Hilton  Joseph  Michel,  Jr.,  Houma, 
Louisiana,  to  acquire  1.23  percent; 
Jerome  Hilliard  Mire,  Houma, 

Louisiana,  to  acquire  0.25  percent;  and 
Calvin  Joseph  Ortego,  Houma, 

Louisiana,  to  acquire  0.50  percent  of  the 
voting  shares  of  First  National 
Bankshares,  Inc.,  Houma,  Louisiana, 
and  thereby  indirectly  acquire  First 
National  Bank  of  Houma,  Houma, 
Louisiana. 

B.  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Chicago 
(David  S.  Epstein,  Vice  President)  230 
South  LaSalle  Street,  Chicago,  Illinois 
60690: 

1.  William  T.  Graham,  to  acquire  an 
additional  12.73  percent  of  the  voting 
shares  of  First  Business  Bancshares, 

Inc.,  Madison,  Wisconsin,  for  a  total  of 
15  percent,  and  thereby  indirectly 
acquire  First  Business  Bank,  Kingston, 
Wisconsin. 

C  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Kansas 
City  (John  E.  Yoike,  Senior  Vice 
President)  925  Grand  Avenue,  Kansas 
City,  Missouri  64198: 

1.  Mary  A.  Berkley,  Salina,  Kansas;  to 
acquire  an  additional  31.5  percent  for  a 
total  of  51.2  percent;  Bill  D.  Berkley, 
Downs,  Kansas,  to  acquire  an  additional 
31.5  percent  for  a  total  of  51.2  percent; 
and  Bradley  D.  Berkley,  Lawrence, 
Kansas,  to  acquire  31.5  percent  of  the 
voting  shares  of  B  Bank,  Inc.,  Downs, 
Kansas,  and  thereby  indirectly  acquire 
State  Bank  of  Downs,  Downs.  Kansas. 

Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  February  26, 1993. 

Jennifer  ).  Johnson, 

Associate  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4927  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BILUNQ  CODE  mOOI-F 


DEPARTIMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND 
HUMAN  SERVICES 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 
[Docket  No.  93N-0073] 

Animal  Drug  Export;  Furazolidone 
Aerosol  Powder 

AGENCY:  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 
HHS. 


ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  The  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA)  is  annovmcing 
that  Vetoquinol  Canada,  Inc.,  has  filed 
an  application  requesting  approval  for 
export  to^Canada  of  the  animal  drugs 
Topazone  and  Norizone  (furazolidone 
aerosol  powders)  which  are 
manufactured  and  packaged  at 
Heartland  Industries,  Industry,  CA.  The 
drugs  are  for  use  as  topical 
antibacterials  for  the  prevention  and 
treatment  of  superficial  bacterial 
infections  in  horses  and  dogs. 

ADDRESSES:  Relevant  information  on 
this  application  may  be  directed  to  the 
Dockets  Management  Branch  (HFA- 
305),  Food  and  Drug  Administration, 
rm.  1-3, 12420  Parklawn  Dr.,  Rockville, 
MD  20857,  and  to  the  contact  p»erson 
identified  below.  Any  future  inquiries 
concerning  the  export  of  non-food 
animal  drugs  under  the  Drug  Export 
Amendments  Act  of  1986  should  also  he 
directed  to  the  contact  person. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Gregory  S.  Gates,  Center  for  Veterinary 
Medicine  (HFV-110),  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  7500  Standish  PL, 
Rockville.  MD  20855,  301-295-8617. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The  drug 
export  provisions  in  section  802  of  the 
Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(the  act)  (21  U.S.C.  382)  provide  that 
FDA  may  approve  applications  for  the 
export  of  drugs  that  are  not  currently 
approved  in  ^e  United  States.  Section 
802(b)(3)(B]  of  the  act  sets  forth  the 
requirements  that  must  be  met  in  an 
application  for  approval.  Section 
802(b)(3)(C)  of  the  act  requires  that  the 
agency  review  an  application  within  30 
days  of  its  filing  to  determine  whether 
the  requirements  of  section  802(b)(3)(B) 
have  been  satisfied.  Section  802(b)(3)(A) 
of  the  act  requires  that  the  agency 
publish  a  notice  in  the  Federal  Register 
within  10  days  of  the  filing  of  an 
application  for  export  to  facilitate  public 
participation  in  its  review  of  the 
application.  To  meet  this  requirement, 
the  agency  is  providing  notice  that 
Vetoquinol  Canada,  Inc.,  Joliette,  QC, 
Canada  J6E  3Z1,  through  their  U.S. 
agent,  James  H.  Schafer,  has  filed  an 
application  requesting  approval  for 
export  to  Canada  of  the  animal  drugs 
Topazone  and  Norizone  (furazolidone 
aerosol  powders)  manufactured  and 
packaged  at  Heartland  Industries,  Div. 
of  Aerosol  Services,  Inc.,  Industry,  CA 
91746.  The  drugs  are  for  use  as  topical 
antibacterials  for  prevention  and 
treatment  of  superficial  bacterial 
infections  in  horses  and  dogs. 

The  application  was  received  and 
filed  in  the  Center  for  Veterinary 


Medicine  on  February  16, 1993,  whjph 
shall  be  considered  the  filing  date  for 
purposes  of  the  act. 

Interested  persons  may  submit 
relevant  information  on  the  application 
to  the  Dockets  Management  Branch 
(address  above)  in  two  copies  (except 
that  individuals  may  submit  single 
copies)  and  identified  with  the  docket 
number  found  in  brackets  in  the 
heading  of  this  document.  These 
submissions  may  be  seen  in  the  Dockets 
Management  Branch  between  9  a.m.  and 
4  p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday. 

The  agency  encourages  any  person 
who  submits  relevant  information  on 
the  application  to  do  so  by  March  15, 
1993,  and  to  provide  an  additional  copy 
of  the  submission  directly  to  the  contact 
person  identified  above,  to  facilitate 
consideration  of  the  information  during 
the  30-day  review  period. 

This  notice  is  issued  under  the 
Federal  Food.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(sec.  802  (21  U.S.C.  382))  and  under 
authority  delegated  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Food  and  Drugs  (21  CFR  5.10)  and 
redelegated  to  the  Center  for  Veterinary 
Medicine  (21  CFR  5.44). 

Dated:  February  19, 1993. 

Robert  C  Livingston, 

Director,  Office  of  New  Animal  Drug 
Evaluation,  Center  for  Veterinary  Medicine. 
(FR  Doc.  93-4933  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 


Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  Office 
of  Research  on  Women’s  Health 
(ORWH)  in  the  Office  of  the  Director, 
National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH),  will 
hold  a  public  hearing  on  March  29  and 
30, 1993,  from  8:30  a.m.  to  4:30  p.m.,  in 
Lister  Hill  Auditorium,  Building  38A, 
NIH,  9000  Rockville  Pike,  Bethesda, 
Maryland. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to 
accept  public  testimony  from 
individuals  and  representatives  of 
organizations  interested  in  the 
recruitment  and  retention  of  women  in 
clinical  studies.  Members  of  the  ORWH 
Task  Force  on  the  Recruitment  and 
Retention  of  Women  in  Clinical  Studies 
(Task  Force),  an  ad  hoc  group  of 
consultants  to  the  Advisory  Committee 
to  the  Director,  NIH,  will  be  present  to 
accept  testimony.  This  testimony  will  be 
used  to  assist  the  ORWH  and  the  Task 
Force  to  identify  issues  and  strategies 
for  increasing  the  recruitment  and 
retention  of  women  in  clinical  studies. 

A  scientific  meeting  to  address  such 


BlUiNG  COOE  4160-01-f 

National  Institutes  of  Health 

Office  of  Research  on  Women’s 
Health;  Meeting 
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issues  will  be  held  on  July  12  and  13, 
1993,  in  Bethesda,  Maryl^d. 

Women’s  health  issues  and  the 
importance  of  including  women  in 
clinical  trials  have  gained  increasing 
attention  over  the  past  few  years. 

Reports  on  the  participation  of  women 
in  clinical  studies,  including  trials, 
show  that  women  have  frequently  been 
imderrepresented  in  such  research.  The 
exclusion  of  women  from  studies  results 
in  a  lack  of  knowledge  regarding  gender 
differences  and  elective  interventions 
for  diagnosing,  treating,  and  preventing 
diseases,  disorders,  and  conditions  in 
women. 

Progress  is  being  made  by  the  NIH 
and  the  scientific  commimity  in  closing 
existing  gaps  in  knowledge  pertaining  to 
women’s  health,  including  mat  of 
individuals  from  diverse  racial/ethnic 
groups  and  socioeconomic  strata. 
Successful  recruitment  and  retention  of 
women  into  clinical  studies  are 
necessary  to  ensure  that  women  are 
appropriately  represented  in  biomedical 
and  biobehavioral  research  studies 
supported  by  the  NW. 

This  hearing  is  open  to  the  public. 
However,  attendance  may  be  limited  by 
seat  availability.  Testimony  for  the 
public  hearing  should  be  confined  to 
comments  relating  to  the  recruitment 
and  retention  of  women  in  clinical 
studies.  Only  one  representative  of  an 
organization  may  present  oral 
testimony.  Each  speaker  will  be 
permitted  5  to  7  minutes  for  their 
presentation. 

A  letter  of  intent  to  present  such 
testimony  must  be  sent  by  interested 
individuals  and  representatives  of 
organizations  to  the  attention  of  Ms. 
Margaret  Pickerel  of  Prospect 
Associates.  1801  Rockville  Pike,  suite 
500,  Rockville,  Maryland  20852. 
Correspondence  must  be  received  by 
Prospect  Associates  no  later  than  5  p.m. 
(EST)  on  Tuesday,  March  16, 1993.  The 
order  of  presentations  during  the 
hearing  will  be  determined  by  the  date 
and  time  letters  of  intent  are  received  by 
Prospect  Associates. 

Oral  presenters  and  individuals 
wishing  to  provide  only  written 
statements  must  send  three  (3) 
typewritten  copies  of  their  testimony, 
including  a  brief  description  of  their 
organization,  to  the  above  address  no 
later  than  5  p.m.  (EST)  on  Tuesday, 
March  23, 1993.  Statements  submitted 
after  that  date  will  be  accepted,  but  may 
not  be  available  to  the  Task  Force  prior 
to  the  hearing. 

Individuals  who  plan  to  attend  the 
public  hearing  and  need  special 
assistance,  such  as  sign  language 
interpretation  or  other  special 
accommodations,  should  contact  the 


person  named  below  in  advance  of  the 
hearing. 

For  additional  information,  contact 
Carrie  P.  Hunter,  M.D.,  Special  Assistant 
to  the  Director,  Office  of  Research  on 
Women’s  Health,  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  Building  1,  room  201,  Bethesda, 
Maryland  20892,  301-402-1770, 301- 
402-1798  (FAX). 

Dated:  February  26, 1993. 

Susan  K.  Feldman, 

NIH  Ck>mmittee  Management  Officer. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4993  Filed  3-1-93;  3:13  pm) 
BILLING  CODE  4140-01-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
[AK-967-4230-15] 

Alaska  Native  Claims  Seiection 

In  accordance  with  Departmental 
regulation  43  CFR  2650.7(d),  notice  is 
hereby  given  that  a  decision  to  issue 
conveyance  under  the  provisions  of  sec. 
14(h)(1)  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  of  December  18, 1971,  43 
U.S.C.  1601, 1613(h)(1).  will  be  issued 
to  Sealaska  Corporation  for 
approximately  15  acres.  The  lands 
involved  are  in  the  vicinity  of  Noyes 
Island.  Alaska. 

Copper  River  Meridian 
T.  74  S.,  R.  76  E. 

A  notice  of  the  decision  will  be 
published  once  a  week,  for  four  (4) 
consecutive  weeks,  in  the  Juneau 
Empire.  Copies  of  the  decision  may  be 
obtained  by  contacting  the  Alaska  State 
Office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  222  West  Seventh 
Avenue,  #13,  Anchorage,  Alaska  99513- 
7599  ((907)  271-5960). 

Any  party  claiming  a  property  interest 
which  is  adversely  affected  by  the 
decision,  an  agency  of  the  Federal 
government  or  regional  corporation, 
shall  have  until  April  5, 1993  to  file  an 
appeal.  However,  parties  receiving 
service  by  certified  mail  shall  have  30 
days  fixtm  the  date  of  receipt  to  file  an 
appeal.  Appeals  must  be  filed  in  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  at  the 
address  identified  above,  where  the 
requirements  for  filing  an  appeal  may  be 
obtained.  Parties  who  do  not  file  an 
appeal  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  43  CFR  part  4,  subpart 
E,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  waived  their 
rights. 

Terry  R.  Hassett, 

Chief.  Branch  of  KCS  Adjudication. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4992  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BILUNQ  CODE  431(KIA-«I 


IAZ-05(M»-4380-03;  8364] 

Arizona:  Cloaura  of  Public  Land  to 
Camping  and  Off-Highway  Vehicia  Usa 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  closure. 

SUMMARY:  Notice  is  hereby  given  that 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is 
closing  an  area  of  public  land  located 
north  of  Del  Norte  road,  on  the  south 
mesa  of  Fortuna  Wash,  to  all  camping 
and  all  vehicle  use. 

ORDER:  Elective  on  March  18, 1993,  that 
portion  of  public  land  in  the  west  3,000 
feet  of  the  south  1,320  feet  of  sec.  33.  T. 

8  S..  R.  21  W.,  Gila  and  Salt  River 
Meridian,  Arizona,  is  closed  to  all 
camping  and  all  vehicle  use.  The  area 
covered  by  this  closure  contains  35.24 
acres.  No  person  may  use,  drive, 
transport,  park,  let  stand,  or  have  charge 
or  control  over  any  vehicle  in  this  area. 

Exemptions  to  this  order  are  granted 
to  law  enforcement  and  other 
emergency  vehicles  in  the  course  of 
official  duties.  All  other  exemptions  to 
this  order  are  by  written  authorization 
of  the  Yuma  Resource  Area  Manager 
only. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  March  18, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Area  Manager  Michael  A.  Taylor, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Yuma 
Resource  Area,  3150  Winsor  Avenue, 
Yuma,  Arizona  85365,  telephone  (602) 
726-6300. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
purpose  of  this  closure  is  to  protect  the 
public  health  of  nearby  residents  by 
reducing  dust  and  noise  pollution 
caused  by  off-highway  vehicle  use. 

Maps  showing  the  affected  area  may 
be  obtained  by  contacting  the  Yuma 
Resource  Area  Office.  The  affected  area 
will  be  posted  with  standard  signs 
prohibiting  camping  and  vehicle  use, 
and  closure  notices  will  be  published  in 
local  newspapers. 

Authority  tor  this  closure  of  public 
land  to  camping  and  vehicle  use  is 
found  at  Title  43,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  subpart  8365,  Section  1- 
6(c).  Violation  of  this  order  is 
punishable  by  a  fine  not  to  exceed 
$100,000  and/or  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  12  months. 

This  notice  is  published  under  the 
authority  of  Title  43,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  Subpart  8365,  Section  1- 
6(c). 

Dated:  February  23, 1993. 

Herman  L.  Kast, 

District  Manager. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4970  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  ami 
BILUNQ  CODE  431fr-32-M 
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[CA-0G0-01-4410-04-AOVB] 

Meeting  of  the  Caltfomia  Desert 
District  Advisory  Council 

SUMMARY:  Notice  is  hereby  given,  in 
accordance  with  Public  Laws  92-463 
and  94-579,  that  the  California  Desert 
District  Adviscuy  Council  to  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  will  meet  in  formal 
session  Thurs^y,  hdarch  25, 1993  horn 
8  a.m.  to  5  p.m.,  and  Saturday.  March 
27, 1993,  from  8  a.m.  to  11  a.m..  in  the 
Carriage  Inn  meeting  room  at  901  North 
China  Lake  Boulevai^  in  Ridgecrest, 
California. 

Agenda  Items  for  the  meetings  will 
include: 

— ^Introduction  of  the  new  Desert 
District  Advisory  Council  members 
and  election  of  Council  Chairperson 
and  Vice  Qiairperson. 

— An  update  on  desert  tortoise  related 
issues. 

— A  briefing  on  sheep  and  cattle  grazing 
Section  7  consultations. 

— A  progress  report  on  the  West  Mojave' 
Coordinated  Management  Plan. 

— Status  reports  on  major  Desert  District 
Environmental  Assessments/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  and 
Planning  Initiatives. 

— A  review  of  the  1992  CDCA  Plan 
Amendments. 

— Discussion  of  the  Motor  Vehicle 
Access  CDCA  Plan  Amendment. 

— ^An  update  on  route  designation. 

— A  briefing  on  the  proposed  Port  Irwin 
expansion  project. 

On  Friday,  March  26,  from  7:30  a.m. 
to  5  p.m..  Council  members  and 
interested  members  of  the  public  will 
participate  in  a  field  tour,  which  will 
include  scheduled  stops  at  BLM’s  Wild 
Horse  and  Burro  corral  facilities.  Manly 
Pall,  Panamint  Springs,  Fossil  Falls 
ACEC,  and  the  Coso  Geothermal  area. 
The  tour  will  assemble  at  the  Carriage 
Inn,  901  North  China  Lake  BoulevaM  in 
Ridgecrest  on  Friday  morning  at  7:15 
a.m. 

The  public  is  welcome  to  participate 
in  the  field  tour,  but  should  plan  on 
providing  their  own  transportation, 
drinks,  and  lunch.  Anyone  interested  in 
participating  in  the  tour  should  contact 
BLM  at  (909)  697-5215  for  more 
information. 

All  Desert  District  Advisory  Council 
meetings  are  open  to  the  public.  Time 
for  public  comment  may  be  made 
available  by  the  Council  Chairman 
during  the  presentation  of  various 
agenda  items,  and  is  scheduled  at  the 
end  of  the  meeting  for  topics  not  on  the 
agenda. 

FOR  MORE  MFORMATION  AND  MEETINQ 
CONFIRMATION:  Contact  the  Bureau  of 


Land  Management,  California  Desert 
District,  External  Afiairs  Office,  6221 
Box  Springs  Boulevard.  Riverside, 
California  92507;  (909)  697-5215. 

Dated:  February  25, 1993. 

Jean  Rhrers-CoimciL 
Acting  District  Manager. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4991  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 


[CO-050-4320-01] 

Canon  City  District  Grazing  Advisory 
Board;  Meeting 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  meeting.  ' 

SUMMARY:  Notice  is  hereby  mven  in 
accordance  with  the  Federal  Advisory 
Committee  Act  (Pub.  L  463).  that  a 
meeting  of  the  Canon  City  District 
Grazing  Advisory  Board  will  be  held  at 
10:30  a.m.  Tuesday,  April  6, 1993  at  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  Office. 
3170  East  Main,  Canon  City,  Colorado. 
The  purpose  of  this  meeting  will  be: 

1.  Wioritization  of  Range 
Improvement  projects. 

2.  Initiate,  conauct  and  settle  business 
pertaining  to  the  expenditure  of  Range 
Betterment  Funds. 

3.  Update  Board  on  status  of  ongoing 
resource  management  planning  efforts 
in  the  Canon  City  District. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  This 
meeting  will  be  open  to  the  public.  Any 
member  of  the  public  may  file  with  the 
Board  a  written  statement  concerning 
matters  to  be  discussed.  Minutes  of  the 
meeting  will  be  made  available  for 
public  inspection  30  days  after  the 
meeting. 

FOR  FURTHER  MFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Donnie  R.  Sparks,  District  Manager, 
Bureau  of  Lwd  Management,  3170  East 
Main  Street.  Canon  City.  Colorado 
81212  or  telephone  at  (719)  275-0631. 
Donnie  R.  Sparks, 

District  Manager. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4971  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am| 
MLUNO  cooe  431IMe-M 


[00-920-93-4110-03;  COC52490] 

Colorado;  Proposed  Reinstatement  of 
Terminated  Oil  and  Gas  Lease 

Under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law 
97-451,  a  petition  for  reinstatement  of 
oil  and  gas  lease  COC52490,  Moffat 
County.  Colorado,  was  timely  filed  and 
was  accompanied  by  all  required  rentals 
and  royalties  accruing  firom  September 
1, 1992,  the  date  of  termination. 

No  valid  lease  has  been  issued 
affecting  the  lands.  The  lessee  has 


agreed  to  new  lease  terms  for  rentals 
and  royalties  at  rates  of  $5  per  acre  and 
16%  percent,  respectively.  The  lessee 
has  paid  the  required  $500.00 
administrative  fee  for  the  lease  and  Has 
reimbursed  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  for  the  cost  of  this  Federal 
Register  notice. 

Having  met  all  the  requirements  for 
reinstatement  of  the  lease  as  set  out  in 
sections  31  (d)  and  (e)  of  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act  of  1920,  as  amended  (30 
U.S.C  188  (d)  and  (e)),  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  is  proposing  to 
reinstate  the  lease  effective  September  1, 
1992,  subject  to  the  original  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  lease  and  the 
increased  rental  and  royalty  rates  cited 
above. 

Questions  concerning  this  notice  may 
be  directed  to  Joan  Gill^rt  of  the 
Colorado  State  Office  at  (303)  239-3783. 

Dated;  February  22, 1993. 

Joan  E.  Gilbert, 

Acting  Chief,  Fluid  Minerals  Adjudication 
Section. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4972  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 


[10-943-4210-06;  IDt-28082] 

Opening  of  Land  in  a  Proposed 
Withdrawal;  Idaho 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  The  temporary  2-year 
segregation  of  a  proposed  withdrawal  of 
20.00  acres  of  National  Forest  System 
land  for  the  Nez  Perce  Indian  Tribe 
Chinook  Salmon  Rearing  Ponds  expires 
April  7. 1993,  after  whi^  the  land  will 
be  opened  to  surface  entry  and  mining. 
It  has  been  and  will  remain  open  to 
mineral  leasing. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  April  7, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Larry  R.  Lievsay,  BLM,  Idaho  State 
Office,  3380  Americana  Terrace,  Boise, 
Idaho  83706,  (208)  384-3166. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  A  notice 
of  Proposed  Withdrawal  was  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  (56  FR  67,  April 
8. 1991),  which  segregated  the  land 
described  therein  for  up  to  2  years  fit>m 
the  mining  laws,  subje^  to  valid 
existing  rights,  but  not  from  the  mineral 
leasing  laws  or  other  forms  of 
disposition  which  may  by  law  be  made 
of  National  Forest  System  land.  The  2* 
year  segre^tion  expires  April  7, 1993. 
The  withdrawal  application  will 
continue  to  be  processed  unless  it  is 
canceled  or  denied.  The  land  is 
described  as  follows: 
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Boise  Meridian 
T.  35  N.,  R.  6  E., 

Sec.  1,  SViSWV4SEV4. 

The  area  described  contains  20.00  acres  in 
Idaho  County. 

At  9  a.m.  on  April  8, 1993,  the  lands 
shall  be  opened  to  location  and  entry 
under  the  United  States  mining  laws, 
subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the 
provisions  of  existing  withdrawals, 
other  segregations  of  record,  and  the 
requirements  of  applicable  law. 
Appropriation  of  lands  described  in  this 
order  tmder  the  general  mining  laws 
prior  to  the  date  and  time  of  restoration 
is  unauthorized.  Any  such  attempted 
appropriation,  including  attempted 
adverse  possession  imder  30  U.S.C.  38 
(1988),  shall  vest  no  rights  against  the 
United  States.  Acts  required  to  establish 
a  location  and  to  initiate  a  right  of 
possession  are  governed  by  State  law 
where  not  in  conflict  with  Federal  law. 
The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will 
not  intervene  in  disputes  l^tween  rival 
locators  over  possessory  rights  since 
Congress  has  provided  for  such 
determinations  in  local  courts. 

Dated:  February  16, 1993. 

William  E.  Ireland, 

Chief,  Realty  Operations  Section. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4969  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BILUNQ  CODE  4310-OG-M 


P(>-06(M)1-3110-ia-0001;  IDI-27558] 

Realty  Action;  Exchange  of  Public 
Lands  in  Lewis,  Clearwater,  and  Nez 
Perce  Counties,  ID 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  realty  action,  exchange 
of  public  lands  in  Lewis,  Clearwater, 
and  Nez  Perce  Coimties,  Idaho. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  is  to  advise  the 
public  that  the  Cottonwood  Resource 
Area  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  and  Steve  Schilling  are  proposing 
a  land  exchange.  The  following 
described  public  lands  have  b^n 
determined  to  be  suitable  for  disposal 
by  exchange  under  section  206  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  of  October  21, 1976,  43  U.S.C  1716: 

Boise  Meridian,  Idaho 
T.  35  N.,  R.  2  E., 

Sec.  5,  SWV4NEV4: 

T.  36  N.,  R.  2  E., 

Sec.  32,  SEV4NEV4,  SEV4NWV4,  EViSWV4, 
SEV4; 

Sec  33,  SWV4SEV4. 

Comprising  400  acres  in  Lewis  and 
Qearwater  Counties,  idaha 

In  exchange  for  these  lands,  the 
Federal  Government  will  acquire  the 


following  described  lands  for  Steve 
Schilling: 

Boise  Meridian,  Idaho 
T.  36  N.,  R.  4  W., 

Sec  21,  Metes  and  Bounds. 

Comprising  13.60  acres  of  land  in  Nez 
Perce  Coimty. 

The  purpose  of  this  exchange  is  to 
improve  the  resource  management 
programs  of  the  Biueau  of  L^d 
Management.  The  public  lands  to  be 
exchanged  are  isolated  parcels  without 
public  access.  The  private  lands  to  be 
exchanged  have  recreation  values  that 
merit  acquisition  into  public  ownership. 
The  exchange  is  in  conformance  with 
the  Bureau’s  land  use  plans.  Lands  to  be 
transferred  from  the  United  States  will 
be  subject  to  the  following  reservations: 

1.  A  reservation  of  the  United  States 
of  a  right-of-way  for  ditches  and  canals 
constructed  by  authority  of  the  United 
States  under  the  Act  of  August  30, 1890 
(43  U.S.C.  945). 

2.  Valid  existing  rights  of  record. 

The  public  lands  described  above  are 

presently  imder  grazing  lease  to  Daniel 
Becker  and  William  White.  The  rights  of 
Mr.  Becker  and  Mr.  White  to  graze 
domestic  livestock  on  the  lands 
described  in  grazing  authorizations 
36104  and  36225  that  may  transfer  out 
of  public  ownership  shall  cease  upon 
title  transfer  if  they  elect  to  waive  their 
rights  in  accordance  with  43  CFR 
2711.1-3  and  43  CFR  2201.1(c). 

Lands  to  be  acquired  by  the  United 
States  will  be  subject  to  vslid  existing 
rights  or  record. 

The  publication  of  this  notice  in  the 
Federal  Register  will  segregate  the 
public  lands  described  above  to  the 
extent  that  they  will  not  be  subject  to 
appropriation  under  the  public  land 
laws,  including  the  mining  laws.  Any 
subsequently  tendered  application, 
allowance  of  which  is  discretionary, 
shall  not  be  accepted,  shall  not  be 
considered  as  filed,  and  shall  be 
returned  to  the  applicant.  The 
segregative  effect  shall  terminate  as 
provided  by  43  CFR  2201.1(b). 
COMMENTS:  For  a  period  of  45  days  fi-om 
the  date  of  publication  of  this  notice, 
interested  parties  may  submit  comments 
to  the  District  Manager,  Coeur  d’Alene 
District  O^ice,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  1808  North  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  Idaho  83814.  Objections 
will  be  evaluated  by  the  State  Director 
who  may  sustain,  vacate,  or  modify  this 
realty  action.  In  the  absence  of  any 
objections,  this  realty  action  will 
become  the  final  determination  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  Further 
information  concerning  the  realty  action 
can  he  obtained  from  Ron  Grant,  Realty 


Specialist,  Cottonwood  Resource  Area 
Office,  (208)  962-3245. 

Dated:  February  22, 1993. 

Fritz  U.  RemiriMum, 

District  Manager. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4967  Filed  3-3-93;  6:45  am] 
WUJNO  CODE  4310-Q(MI 


PD-060-01-31 10-10-0024;  101-28559] 

Realty  Action;  Exchange  of  Public 
Lands  In  Lewie  County,  ID 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  realty  action,  exchange 
of  public  lands  in  Lewis  Coimty,  Idaho. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  is  to  advise  the 
public  that  the  Cottonwood  Resource 
Area  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  and  Central  Idaho  Title,  Inc.,  as 
trustee  for  FLEX  Northwest,  Inc.,  are 
proposing  a  land  exchange.  The 
following  described  public  lands  have 
been  determined  to  1m  suitable  for 
disposal  by  exchange  under  section  206 
of  ffie  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  Octol^r  21, 1976,  43 
U.S.C.  1716; 

Boise  Meridian,  Idaho 
T.  35  N.,  R.  2  E., 

Sec.  4,  lots  3  &  4; 

Sec.  5,  lots  1,  2,  &  3,  SEV4NWV4. 

Comprising  244.59  acres  in  Lewis  County, 
Idaho. 

In  exchange  for  these  lands,  the 
Federal  Government  will  acquire  the 
following  described  lands  fium  Central 
Idaho  Title,  Inc.: 

Boise  Meridian,  Idaho 
T.  31  N.,  R.  3  W., 

Sec  14,  WV2: 

Sec  23,  SEV4NEV4,  EV^Ey4: 

Sec  24,  S'/tNWV4,  SWy4;  less  the  east  70 
feet  of  the  SE'ANWVi  and  the  east  70  feet 
of  the  SWVi  as  described  in  that  Bargain 
and  Sale  Deed,  dated  March  28, 1992, 
and  recorded  April  3, 1992  as  Instrument 
No.  113324. 

Sec  25,  SVioflotZ. 

Comprising  695.61  acres  in  Lewis  County, 
Idaho. 

The  purpose  of  this  exchange  is  to 
improve  the  resource  management 
programs  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  The  public  lands  to  be 
exchanged  are  isolated  parcels  without 
public  access.  The  private  lands  to  be 
exchanged  are  adjacent  to  public  land 
and  have  recreation,  scenic,  and  wildlife 
values  that  merit  acquisition  into  public 
ownership.  These  lands  will  be 
managed  for  multiple  use  consistent 
with  the  surrounding  public  lands.  The 
exchange  is  in  conformance  with  the 
Bureau’s  land  use  plans.  Lands  to  be 
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transferred  from  the  United  States  will 
be  subject  to  the  following  reservations: 

1.  A  reservatimi  of  the  United  States 
of  a  right-of-way  for  ditches  and  canals 
constructed  by  authority  of  the  United 
States  under  the  Act  of  August  30, 1890 
(43  U.S.C  945). 

2.  Valid  existing  rights  of  record. 

The  public  lands  described  above,  are 

presently  under  grazing  lease  to  Ron 
Carey  and  Daniel  Becker.  The  rights  of 
Mr.  ^rey  and  Mr.  Becker  to  graze 
domestic  livestock  on  the  lands 
described  in  grazing  authorizations 
36193  and  36104  that  may  transfer  out 
of  public  ownership  shall  cease  upon 
title  transfer  if  they  elect  to  waive  their 
rights  in  accordance  with  43  CFR 
2711.1-3  and  43  CFR  2201.1(c). 

Lands  to  be  acquired  by  the  United 
States  will  be  subject  to  valid  existing 
rights  of  record. 

The  publication  of  this  notice  in  the 
Federal  Registo*  will  segregate  the 
public  lands  described  above  to  the 
extent  that  they  will  not  be  subject  to 
appropriation  under  the  public  land 
laws,  including  the  mining  laws.  Any 
subsequently  tendered  application, 
allowance  of  which  is  discretionary, 
shall  not  be  accepted,  shall  not  be 
considered  as  filed,  and  shall  be 
returned  to  the  applicant.  The 
segregative  effect  shall  terminate  as 
provided  by  43  CFR  2201.1(b). 

COMMENTS:  For  a  period  of  45  days  from 
the  date  of  publicatimi  of  this  notice, 
interested  parties  may  submit  comments 
to  the  District  Manager,  Coeur  d’Alene 
District  Office,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  1808  North  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  Idaho  83814.  Objections 
will  be  evaluated  by  the  State  Director 
who  may  sustain,  vacate,  or  modify  this 
realty  ac^on.  In  the  absence  of  any 
objections,  this  realty  action  will 
become  the  final  determination  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  Further 
information  concerning  the  realty  action 
can  be  obtained  from  Ron  Grant,  Realty 
Specialist,  Cottonwood  Resource  Area 
Office,  (208)  962-3245. 

Dated:  February  22, 1993. 

Fritz  U.  Renoebama, 

District  Manager. 

(FR  Doc  93-4968  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BMJJNO  CODE  4ai(M>0-M 


[WY-930-4210-06;  WYW  75480,  WYW 
75481,  WYW  75482,  WYW  75483,  WYW 
75484,  WYW  75485] 

Proposed  Modification,  Continuation, 
and  Termination  of  Bureau  of 
Reciamation  WRhdrawais;  Riverton 
Reciamation  Project,  Wyoming 

Amendment 

SUMMARY:  Public  comment  has  resulted 
in  approximately  2,692  acres  of 
with^wn  lands  proposed  for 
termination  in  the  Federal  Register 
notice  published  on  October  9, 1992, 
being  identified  as  actually  needed  for 
the  purposes  associated  with  the 
Riverton  Reclamation  Project.  The 
comments  were  reviewed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  which  now  proposes 
these  lands  be  continued. 

In  notice  document  92-24605 
beginning  on  page  46595  in  the  issue  of 
Friday,  OctobOT  9, 1992,  please  make  the 
following  amendments: 

1.  On  page  46595  in  the  first  column, 
second  paragraph.  No.  1  should  read, 

”1.  Continue  withdrawals  on  47,751.53 
acres  which*  *  *” 

2.  On  page  46595  in  the  first  column, 
second  paragraph,  No.  2  should  read, 

”2.  Terminate  withdrawals  on  56,780.39 
acres  which*  *  *” 

3.  On  page  46596  in  the  first  column 
under  T.  2  N.,  R.  3  E.,  insert  the 
following: 

Sec.  1,  lots  1-2,  SV.tNEV4,  SE’A; 

Sec.  11,  SV2NV2NEV4NEV4SEV4,  SV*NEV4 
NE’ASE'A,  SEV4NE’ASEV4,  E'/jSB’A 
SEV4; 

SGC4 12  &11* 

Sec.  13!  SWV4NWV4; 

Sec.  14.  E’ANE’ANE’A; 

4.  On  page  46596  in  the  second 
column  under  T.  3  N..  R.  3  E.,  insert 
“sec.  36,  SViSWV4NWV4.  E»/tNWV4 
SWy4.  E*ASWV4.  SEV4;’’ 

5.  On  page  46596  in  the  second 
column  under  T.  2  N..  R.  4  E.,  delete  all 
of  secs.  6  and  7  and  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  5.  lots  1-4.  S>/iN»A.  SWV4.  N'ASE’A; 

Sec.  6.  lots  1-7,  S’ANEV4,  SE’ANW’A,  E’A 
SWV4,  SE'A; 

Sec.  7,  lots  1-2  NEV4.  E’/iNWV4,  N’ASE'A; 

Sec.  8.  SWV4SWV4NEV4.  S’AS’/iNWVi.  N»A 
SWV4,  W»ANWV4SEV4,  SEV4NWV.SEV4; 

6.  On  page  46596  in  the  second 
column  under  T.  3  N.,  R  4  E.,  insert, 
“sec.  31,  lots  4-5;’* 

7.  On  page  46597  in  the  first  column 
under  T.  2  N.,  R  4  W.,  change  the 
acreage  figure  to  “47,751.53.” 

8.  On  page  46597  in  the  first  column, 
second  ffill  paragraph,  second  sentence, 
change  the  acreage  figure  to 
“56,780.39.” 

9.  On  page  46597  in  the  second 
column  under  T.  2  N.,  R  3  E..  delete  all 
of  secs.  1, 11, 12, 13,  and  14. 


10.  On  page  46597  in  the  second 
coliunn  imder  T.  3  N.,  R.  3  E.,  delete  all 
of  sec.  36. 

11.  On  page  46597  in  the  second 
column  under  T.  2  N.,  R.  4  E.,  delete  all 
of  secs.  5. 6, 7.  and  8. 

12.  On  page  46597  in  the  third 
column  under  T.  3  N..  R  4  E.,  delete  all 
of  sec.  31. 

13.  On  page  46598  in  the  first  column 
under  T.  4  N..  R  6  E.,  change  the 
acreage  figure  to  “56,780.39  ” 

Correction 

1.  On  page  46595  in  the  second 
column  under  T.  3  N.,  R.  1  E.,  sec.  20 
should  read,  “sec.  20,  EViNE'ANWVi, 
N*AS»/S«NWVi.  N*/tSWV4SEV4NWV4. 
SEy4SWV4SEV4NWV4,  SEy4SEy4 
NW'A;”. 

2.  On  page  46597  in  the  first  column 
under  T.  4  N.,  R.  6  E.,  sec.  19  should 
read,  “sec.  19,  lots  1-4,  W*ANEy4NEy4, 
Nwy4NEy4.  NEy4Swy4NEy4,  w»ASwy4 
NEy4,  wy2Nwy4SEy4NEy4,  e^anw'a, 
wyzEi/iSWVi.  NEy4NEy4Swy4.  w»a 
SEy4NEy4Swy4.  Nwy4Nwy4Nwy4 
SEy4;” 

Dated:  February  22, 1993. 

Ray  Brubaker, 

State  Director,  Wyoming. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4973  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  ami 
aaxmo  cooc  43io-22-m 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

Availability  of  Environmental 
Assessments 

Pursuant  to  42  U.S.C.  4332,  the 
Commission  has  prepared  and  made 
available  environmental  assessments  for 
the  proceedings  listed  below.  Dates 
environmental  assessments  are  available 
are  listed  below  for  each  individual 
proceeding. 

To  obtain  copies  of  these 
environmental  assessments  contact  Ms. 
Johnnie  Davis  or  Ms.  Victoria  Dettmar, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
Section  of  Energy  and  Environment, 
room  3219,  Washington,  DC  20423, 

(202)  927-5750  or  (202) 927-6211. 

Comments  on  the  following 
assessment  are  due  15  days  after  the 
date  of  availability. 

Comments  on  the  following 
assessment  are  due  30  days  after  the 
date  of  availability. 

AB-6  (Sub-No.  345X),  Burlington 
Northern  Railroad  Company — 
Abandonment — Between  Pacific  and 
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Lewis  Counties,  Washington.  EA 
available  2/26/93. 

Sidney  L.  Strickland,  Jr., 

Secretory.  ' 

(FR  Doc.  93-4981  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  ami 
eauNQ  cooe  toss-oi-h 


DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
Antitrust  Division 

Pursuant  to  the  NatiorMi  Cooperative 
Research  Act  of  1984 — Bell 
Communications  Research,  Inc. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  on 
January  12. 1993,  pursuant  to  section 
6(a)  of  the  National  Cooperative 
Research  Act  of  1984, 15  U.S.C  4301  et 
seq.  (“the  Act”),  Bell  Communications 
Research,  Inc.  (“Bellcore”)  filed  a 
written  notification  on  behalf  of 
Bellcore  and  RAM  Mobile  Data  USA 
Limited  Partnership  (“RAM  Mobile 
Data”)  simultaneously  with  the 
Attorney  General  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  disclosing  (1)  the  identities 
of  the  parties  and  (2)  the  nature  and 
objectives  of  the  ventiue.  The 
notification  was  Bled  for  the  purpose  of 
invoking  the  Act’s  provisions  limiting 
the  recovery  of  antitrust  plaintiffs  to 
actual  damages  \mder  specified 
circumstances.  Pursuant  to  section  6(b) 
of  the  Act.  the  identities  of  the  parties 
are  Bellcore,  Livingston,  NJ;  and  RAM 
Mobile  Data,  Woodbridge,  NJ.  Bellcore 
and  RAM  Mobile  Data  enter^  into  an 
agreement  effective  as  of  December  3, 
1992  to  engage  in  cooperative  research 
directed  to  exploring  technologies  for 
personal  communications  applications 
involving  two-way  messaging,  including 
the  interconnection  of  wireless  and 
local  exchange  carrier  networks,  the 
application  of  the  technologies  for 
exchange  and  exchange  access  services, 
and  prototype  fabrication  for 
experimental  demonstration  of  the 
tet^nologies. 

Joseph  H.  Widmar, 

Director  of  Operations,  Antitrust  Division. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4962  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BtLUNG.COOE  4410-01-M 


Pursuant  to  the  National  Cooperative 
Research  Act  of  1984 — Cable 
Television  Laboratories,  Inc. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  on 
December  4, 1992,  pursuant  to  section 
6(a)  of  the  National  Cooperative 
Research  Act  of  1984, 15  U.S.C.  4301  et 
seq.  (“the  Act”),  Cable  Television 
Laboratories,  Inc.  (“CableLabs”)  and 
Digital  Equipment  Corporation 
(“Digital”)  filed  written  notifications 


simultaneously  with  the  Attorney 
General  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  disclosing  (1)  the  identities 
of  the  parties  and  (2)  the  nature  and 
objectives  of  the  venture.  The 
notification  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of 
invoking  the  Act’s  provisions  limiting 
the  recovery  of  antitrust  plaintiffs  to 
actual  damages  under  specified 
circumstances.  Pursuant  to  section  6(b) 
of  the  Act,  the  identities  of  the  parties 
are  CableLabs,  Boulder,  CO;  and  Digital, 
Marlboro,  MA. 

The  area  of  plaimed  activity  is 
cooperation  in  the  exchange  of 
information  about  and  development  of 
interface  concepts  between  existing  data 
protocols  and  cable  system  networlu  for 
the  transmission,  compression/ 
decompression,  and  storage  of  data  for 
applications  such  as  multimedia  signals, 
electronic  mail,  and  telecommuting. 
Joseph  H.  Widmar, 

Director  of  Operations,  Antitrust  Division. 

(FR  Doc.  93-1963  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BIUJNQ  COOE  441(M>1-« 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Cooperative 
Research  Act  of  1984 — IBACoS,  Inc. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that,  on 
December  29, 1992,  pursuant  to  section 
6(a)  of  the  National  Cooperative 
Research  Act  of  1984, 15  U.S.C.  4301  et 
seq.  (“the  Act”),  IBACoS,  Inc.,  (formerly 
ABACoS  Development,  Inc. 
(“ABACoS”)),  has  filed  written 
notifications  simultaneously  with  the 
Attorney  General  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  disclosing  certain  changes. 
ABACoS  changed  its  corporate  name 
and  added  member  companies’ 
subsidiaries  to  its  membership.  The 
notifications  were  filed  for  the  purpose 
of  extending  the  Act’s  provisions 
limiting  the  recovery  of  antitrust 
plaintiffs  to  actual  damages  imder 
specified  circumstances.  Specifically, 
ABACoS  changed  its  name  to  IBACoS. 
Inc.  and  deemed  Delta  Faucet, 
Indianapolis,  IN;  Aqua  Glass, 
Adamsville,  TN;  Kraflmaid  Cabinetry 
Inc.,  Middlefield,  OH;  Ryland  Homes 
Southwest  Region,  Dallas.  TX;  Ryland 
Homes  West  Region,  Scottsdale.  AZ; 
Ryland  Homes  Midwest  Region, 
Cincinnati,  OH;  Ryland  Homes 
Southeast  Region,  Roswell,  CA;  Ryland 
Homes  Mid-Atlantic  Region,  Columbia. 
MD;  United  States  Gypsum  Co., 

Chicago.  IL;  USG  Interiors  Inc.,  Chicago, 
IL;  U^  International.  Ltd.,  Chicago,  IL; 
L&W  Supply  Corp.,  Chicago,  IL;  and 
Burt  Hill/Pollock  lOieg  A^itects,  Inc., 
Fort  Meyers.  FL  subsidiaries  of  its 
shareholders  and  therefore  parties  to 
IBACoS  for  purposes  of  agreements 
relating  to  its  research  and 


development  No  other  diangee  have 
been  made  in  either  the  membership  or 
plaimed  activity  of  the  group  reseat^ 
project.  Membership  in  this  group 
research  project  remains  open,  and 
IBACoS  intends  to  file  additional 
written  notification  disclosing  all 
changes  in  membership. 

On  April  6, 1992,  ABACoS,  (now 
IBACoS,  Inc.),  filed  its  original 
notification  pursuant  to  section  6(a)  of 
the  Act  The  Departmrat  of  Justice 
published  a  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  pursuant  to  section  6(b)  of  the 
Act  on  May  6, 1992,  57  FR  19442. 
Joseph  H.  Widmar, 

Director  of  Operations,  Antitrust  Division. 
(FR  Doc.  93-4964  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BHJJNQ  CODE  4410-01-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Office  of  the  Secretary 

Agency  Recordkeeping/Reporting 
Requirements  Under  Review  by  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(OMB) 

Background 

The  Department  of  Labor,  in  carrying 
out  its  respKmsibilities  under  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.C 
chapter  35),  considers  comments  on  the 
reporting/recordkeeping  requirements 
that  will  afiect  the  public. 

List  of  Recordkeeping/Reporting 
Requirements  Under  Review 

As  necessary,  the  Department  of  Labor 
will  publish  a  list  of  the  Agency 
recordkeeping/reporting  requirements 
under  review  by  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (OMB)  since 
the  last  list  was  publi^ed  The  list  will 
have  all  entries  grouped  into  new 
collections,  revisions,  extensions,  or 
reinstatements.  'The  Departmental 
Clearance  Office  will,  upon  request,  be 
able  to  advise  members  of  the  public  of 
the  nature  of  the  particular  submission 
they  are  interested  in. 

^ch  entry  may  contain  the  following 
information: 

The  Agency  of  the  Department  issuing 
this  recordkeeping/reporting 
requirement. 

The  title  of  the  recordkeeping/reportin^ 
requirement. 

The  OMB  and/or  Agency  identification 
numbers,  if  applicable. 

How  often  the  recordkeeping/reporting 
requirement  is  needed. 

Whether  small  businesses  or 
organizations  are  affected. 

An  estimate  of  the  total  number  of  hours 
needed  to  comply  with  the 
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recordkeeping/reporting  requirements 
and  the  averam  hours  per  respondent. 
The  number  of  forms  in  me  request  for 
approval,  if  applicable. 

An  abstract  describing  the  need  for  and 
uses  of  the  information  collection. 

Comments  and  Questions 

Copies  of  the  recordkeeping/reporting 
requirements  mav  be  obtained  by  calling 
the  Departmental  Clearance  Officer, 
Kenneth  A.  Mills  ((202)  219-5095). 
Comments  and  questions  about  the 
items  on  this  list  should  be  directed  to 
Mr.  Mills,  Office  of  Information 
Resources  Management  Policy,  U.S. 
Department  of  Labor,  200  Constitution 
Avenue,  NW.,  room  N-1301, 
Washington,  DC  20210.  Comments 
should  also  be  sent  to  the  Office  of 
Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs, 

Attn:  OMB  Desk  Officer  for  (BLS/DM/ 
ESA/ETA/OLMS/MSHA/OSHA/PWBA/ 
VETS),  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  room  3001,  Washington,  DC 
20503  ((202)  395-6880). 

Any  member  of  the  public  who  wants 
to  comment  on  recordkeeping/reporting 
requirements  which  have  hem 
submitted  to  OMB  should  advise  Mr. 
Mills  of  this  intent  at  the  earliest 
possible  date. 

New 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy 
Case  Studies  on  the  Impact  of  the 
Immigration  Nursing  Relief  of  1989  in 
Five  l^bor  Markets 
One-time  survey 

Individuals  or  households;  Businesses 
or  other  for-profit;  Non-profft 
institutions 


TWO 

Number 
ol  re- 
spond- 

enls 

Average 
time  per 
response 
(houO 

Attesting  (H1A)  hosptlais: 
CECyimofview _ _ 

30 

1 

Nursing  Oirecloi/lnler- 

30 

1 

Human  Resources  Di- 
rector/kserview _ _ 

30 

1 

Human  Resouioaa  Di- 
rectoi/Compensation 
Survey . . . 

30 

1 

Registered  Nurse/imer- 
view . . . . 

90 

1 

Medkal  OirecK>r/tn(ef- 

30 

Vb 

Union  Representtttiv^lnier- 

30 

1 

Non-attesting  hospitals: 
CEOttrtterview _ 

30 

1 

TWe 

Number 
of  le- 
apond- 

ertts 

Average 
time  per 
response 
(hour) 

Nursing  OIrecloi/Inter- 

30 

1 

Human  Resources  Di- 

30 

1 

Human  Resources  Di¬ 
rector/Compensation 
Survey . . 

60 

1 

Registered  Nurse8nter- 

600 

1 

Medlcal  Direcloi/lrtter- 

30 

Vb 

Union  Represerttative/ 
Interview _ _ _ 

30 

1 

Nursing  schools: 

Nureing  School  AdmMs- 

25 

1 

1,915  total  hours 

This  proposed  information  collection 
will  enable  the  Immigration  Nvusing 
Relief  Advisory  committee  to  assess  the 
impact  of  Public  Law  101-238.  Affected 
are  selected  hospitals  and  educational 
institutions  in  five  labor  markets,  with 
individual  respondents  including 
administrators,  human  resource 
personnel,  medical  staff,  imion 
representatives  and  registered  nurses. 

Signed  at  Washington,  DC,  this  24th  day  of 
February  1993. 

Kenneth  A.  Mills, 

Departmental  Clearance  Officer, 

IFR  Doa  93-4941  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BIUJNQ  CODE  4S1»-23-M 

Employment  and  Training 
Adininistration 

[TA-W-27, 920] 

Beil  Hellicopter,  Fort  Worth,  TX; 
Diamisaai  Application  for 
Reconsideration 

Pursuant  to  29  CFR  90.18  an 
application  for  administrative 
reconsideration  was  hied  with  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Trade 
Adjustment  Assistance  for  workers  at 
Bell  Hellicopter,  Fort  Worth,  Texas.  The 
review  indicated  that  the  application 
contained  no  new  substantial 
information  which  would  bear 
importantly  on  the  Department's 
determination.  Therefore,  dismissal  of 
the  application  was  issued. 

TA-W-27, 920;  Bell  Hellicopter 
Fort  WOTth,  Texas  (January  19, 1993) 


Signed  at  Washington,  DC  this  23rd  day  of 
February,  1993. 

Marvin  M.  Fooks, 

Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance. 

[IK  Doc.  93-4935  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

aajjNO  cooc  4Bio-as-«i 

Investigations  Regarding  Certifications 
of  Eligibility  To  Apply  for  Worker 
Adjustment  Assistance;  Brazier  Forest 
Industries,  Inc.,  et  al. 

Petitions  have  been  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  under  section  221(a) 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  (“the  Act”)  and 
are  identified  in  the  Appendix  to  this 
notice.  Upon  receipt  of  these  petitions, 
the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Trade 
Adjustment  Assistance,  Employment 
and  Training  Administration,  has 
instituted  investigations  pursuant  to 
section  221(a)  of  ffie  Act. 

The  purpose  of  each  of  the 
investigations  is  to  determine  whether 
the  workers  are  eligible  to  apply  for  . 
adjustment  assistance  under  title  B, 
chapter  2,  of  the  Act.  The  investigations 
will  further  relate,  as  appropriate,  to  the 
determination  of  the  date  on  which  total 
or  partial  separations  began  or 
threatened  to  begin  and  the  subdivision 
of  the  firm  involved. 

The  petitioners  or  any  other  persons 
showing  a  substantial  interest  in  the 
subject  matter  of  the  investigations  may 
request  a  public  hearing,  provided  such 
request  is  filed  in  writing  with  the 
Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance,  at  the  address  shown  below, 
not  later  than  March  15, 1993. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  written  comments  regarding  the 
subject  matter  of  the  investigations  to 
the  Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance,  at  the  address  shown  below, 
not  later  than  March  15, 1993. 

The  petitions  Bled  in  this  case  are 
available  for  ins{>ection  at  the  Office  of 
the  Director.  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance,  Employment  and  Training 
Administration,  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  200  Constitution  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20210. 

Signed  at  Washington,  DC,  this  15th  day  of 
February,  1993. 

Marvin  M.  Fooks, 

Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance. 


Appendix 


PstitiorMr  UnlonAwortora/lIrm— 

Location 

Date  re¬ 
ceived 

Date  of  pen- 
lion 

Petition  No. 

Artides  produced 

Braziar  Forest  Industries.  Irtc.  (Co) _ 

Boelans'  Wei  Service  Co.  (Co) _ 

Oemlord  Mig.  Ca  (Wkrs) _ 

Molala,OR . 

Thermopols,  WY _ 

Lebanon.  PA _ 

02/16/93 

02M6/93 

02/16/93 

02A)2/93 

11/02/92 

02/04/93 

28.317 

28.318 

26.319 

Softwood  dimensionat  lumber. 

ON  wel  senricing. 

La<les‘  taps,  skirts  and  sweatshirts. 
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Appendix— Continued 


PaMloner.  UniofWfOiken/Hnn— 

Location 

Date  re* 
oelved 

Oateof  pstl* 
tion 

neilMn  n  klA 

r’flOTOfi  NO. 

Atticiss  produced 

Cytemp  Speciaitty  Steel  (Wtos) _ 

Cbaitand  Spcxts  wear  (Wkre)  . . . 

CX.C.  Qetard  and  Assoc  (Co) _ 

Matchbox  Toys  (USA)  LTD  (WKrs)  _ 

Auburn  Technology,  Inc.  (USW)  . . 

UNOCAL  Co(p.-Balceisfleld  DIsL  (Wkrs) _ 

UNOCAL  Corp.-VenliNB  DM.  (Wkrs) _ 

UNOCAL  Corp.-Santa  Maria  DM  (Wkrs) _ 

UNOCAL  Coip.-Sanla  Fe  Springs  DM  (Wtos) 

Optek  Technologies  (Wtos) _ 

Norihem  Telecom  Inc  (Co) . . 

XY  Resources.  Inc  (Wtos) _ 

TK  imemationaL  Inc  (IWU) _ _ 

Stnilhers  Weis  Coip  (lAMAW)  .  „ 

SynderQeneral  CoiporMlon  (\AAus) _ 

Richard  and  Tnrie  Tool  and  Die  (\Mus) _ 

Nancy  Fashions  of  Noxen  Inc.  (Wtos)  _ _ 

Link-Belt  Construction  Equip.  Co.  (Co) _ _ 

HECLA  Mining  Company  (Co)  _ 

CMobe  Personnel  Consultants  (Wkrs) _ _ 

Qlddkrgs  and  Leuris  Automation  (lAM) . 

Echo  Ultrasound  (Wkrs) . . 

Mobil  Natural  Gas  Inc.  (MNGI)  (Wkrs)  _ 

Kearney  and  Trecker  Corp.  (lAM) . 

TtoisvIBe.  PA _ 

Charleroi.  PA _ 

Shreveport,  LA _ 

Moonachle,  NJ _ 

Auburn,  NY _ 

Bakersfield.  CA _ 

Ventura.  CA _ 

Otcutt.  CA - 

Santa  Fe  Springs.  CA 

El  Paso.  TX  . . 

Morton  Grove,  N.  . 

Ardmore,  OK . . 

Tulsa,  OK - - 

warren.  PA _ 

Ekabothton.  TN _ 

Warren  Ml . . 

Tunkhannock,  PA _ 

Lexington,  KY _ 

Muaan.  ID  . . 

Humble,  TX _ 

West  Ams.  W1  . 

ReedsvWe,  PA . 

Houston,  TX  . . 

WestAlMWI  . 

02ri6/93 

02/16/93 

02/16/93 

02n6«3 

02/16/93 

02/16/93 

02/16/93 

02/16/93 

oenem 

02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/1 6«3 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 
02/16/93 

02/02/93 

02/01/93 

01/29/93 

02/06/93 

01/14/93 

12/3(V92 

12/30/92 

12/3Q«2 

12/3(V92 

12/09/93 

02/04/93 

01/23/93 

024)3/93 

01/20/93 

02A)2/93 

02/01/93 

024)1/93 

01/04/93 

024)2/93 

12/26/92 

01/28/93 

02/02/93 

01/26/93 

024)1/93 

28.320 

28.321 

28.322 

28.323 

28324 

28325 

28326 

28327 

28328 

28.329 

28.330 

28331 

28332 

28333 

28334 
28.336 

28338 
28337 
28.338 

28339 
28.340 
28341 

28.342 

28.343 

BMet-bar-flat  s-fihapes. 

Ladtos*  skirts.  Sho^  and  slacks. 

OH  and  gas. 

Die-cast  toys. 

Diesel  engine  parts. 

OH  and  gas. 

OH  and  gas. 

OH  and  gas. 

OH  and  gas. 

Electronics  components. 

Telecorrsnunicallone  components. 

MeW  fabricated  products. 

Jet  engkiee. 

Heat  exchangers  arxf  pressurizes. 

Air  IHtration  equipment. 

Stamping  dtos. 

Ladtos'  dresses. 

Cranes  and  Excavators. 

Laad-zinc-aikrer. 

OH  and  gas. 

Machine  tools. 

Bi-plane  and  single  planes. 

Natural  gas. 

Machkre  tools. 

IFR  Doc  93-4939  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BiLUNQ  CODE  4610-a0-M 


rrA-W-28, 218] 

H  &  P  Garment,  Hoboken,  NJ; 
Termination  of  Investigation 

Pursuant  to  section  221  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974,  an  Investigation  was 
initiated  on  January  19, 1993  in 
response  to  a  worker  petition  whidi  was 
fil^  on  January  S,  1993  on  behalf  of 
workers  at  H  &  P  Garment,  Hoboken. 
New  Jersey. 

The  petitioner  has  requested  that  the 
petition  be  withdrawn.  Consequently, 
mrther  investigation  in  this  case  would 
serve  no  purpose,  and  the  investigation 
has  been  terminated. 

Signed  at  Washington,  DC,  this  22nd  day 
of  February  1993. 

Marvin  M.  Fooks, 

Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance. 

IFR  Doc  93-4934  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BtUJNQ  CODE  4610-S0-M 


[TA-W-28,190] 

Middle  Atlantic  Warehouse  Distributor, 
Inc.,  Tonawanda,  NY;  Dismissal  of 
Application  for  Reconsideration 

Pursuant  to  29  CFR  90.18  an 
application  for  administrative 
reconsideration  was  filed  with  the 
Director  of  the  Ofiice  of  Trade 
Adjustment  Assistance  for  workers  at 
Middle  Atlantic  Warehouse  Distributor, 
Inc.,  Tonawanda,  New  York.  The  review 
indicated  that  the  application  contained 


no  new  substantial  information  which 
would  bear  importantly  on  the 
Department’s  determination.  Therefore, 
dismissal  of  the  application  was  issued. 

TA-W-28,190;  Middle  Atlantic  Warehouse 
Distributor,  Inc 

Tonawanda,  New  York  (February  19, 1993) 
Signed  at  Washington,  DC,  this  23rd  day  of 
February,  1993. 

Marvin  M.  Fooks, 

Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance. 

(FR  Doc  93-4938  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BIUJNQ  CODE  461»<aO-N 


[TA-W-26.  S53] 

Sundor  Brands,  Inc.,  Weslaco,  TX; 
Negative  Determination  on 
Reconsideration 

The  Texas  Rural  Legal  Aid,  Inc.,  of 
Weslaco,  Texas  submitted  a  letter  dated 
February  2, 1992  to  the  Department 
providing  additional  information  and 
data  to  be  used  in  the  Department’s 
remand  investigation  in  Former 
Employees  of  Sundor  Brands,  v. 
Secretary  of  Labor  (USCIT)  92-03— 
00177.  'Hiis  lettw;  however,  reached  the 
Office  of  Trade  Adjustment  Assistant 
too  late  to  be  included  in  the 
supplemental  administrative  record. 
However,  the  Department  wants  to 
further  address  the  concerns  of  the 
workers  and  include  the  new  material  in 
a  second  supplemental  record. 

The  Texas  Rural  Legal  Aid  claims  that 
the  Sundor  Brands’  Weslaco  facility  was 
closed  as  a  result  of  imported  citrus 
concentrates.  Official  government 
statistics  on  imports  of  citrus  juice,  in 


value  and  quantity,  were  submitted  to 
support  this  agreement. 

Toe  Department  found  that  the  claims 
of  the  Texas  Rural  Legal  Aid  were 
considered  and  addressed  in  the 
supplemental  administrative  record.  Its 
true  that  worker  separations  occurred 
when  the  Weslaco  facility  ceased 
concentrate  production  in  1989. 
However,  these  workers  are  beyond  the 
coverage  parameters  for  a  petition  dated 
October  29, 1991. 

Actually  the  domestic  and  foreign 
purchases  of  citrus  concentrates  kept 
the  bottling  and  canning  portiim  of  the 
facility  open  in  1990  and  1991  before  it 
closed  in  November,  1991. 

-  'The  Department’s  investigation  found 
that  concentrate  production  was 
dependent  on  the  availability  of  fresh 
fruit.  ’That  availability  ceased  as  of 
December  1989  as  a  result  of  a  freeze 
that  destroyed  or  damaged  local  fruit 
trees. 

The  freeze  was  the  dominant  factor 
that  ultimately  led  to  the  closure  of  the 
plant  in  November  1991.  Efibrts  to  use 
other  sources,  after  the  freeze  including 
imported  concentrates,  were  not  cost 
efiective  according  to  company  officials. 

Other  findings  on  remand  snow  that, 
after  the  closure  of  the  Weslaco  plant, 
all  production  of  juices  and  drinks  were 
transferred  to  two  other  domestic 
corporate  facilities  and  a  domestic 
contractor.  A  domestic  transfer  of 
production  would  not  form  a  basis  for 
a  worker  group  certification. 

Conclusion 

After  reconsideration,  I  affirm  the 
original  notice  of  negative 
determination  to  apply  fm^  adjustment 
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assistance  to  former  workers  of  Sundor 
Brands,  Inc.,  Weslaco,  Texas. 

Signed  at  Washington,  DC,  this  22nd  day 
of  February  1993. 

Stephan  A.  Wandner, 

Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Legislation  6r 
Actuarial  Service,  Unemployment  Insurance 
Service. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4936  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

BHJJNQ  COOC  SSia-M-M 


Investigations  Regarding  Certifications 
of  Eligibility  To  Apply  for  Worker 
Adjustment  Assistance 

Petitions  have  been  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  under  section  221(a) 
of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974  (“the  Act”)  and 
are  identified  in  the  appendix  to  this 
notice.  Upon  receipt  of  these  petitions. 


the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Trade 
Adjustment  Assistance,  Employment 
and  Training  Administration,  has 
instituted  investigations  pursuant  to 
section  221(a)  of  the  Act. 

The  purpose  of  each  of  the 
investigations  is  to  determine  whether 
the  workers  are  eligible  to  apply  for 
adjustment  assistance  under  Title  n. 
Chapter  2,  of  the  Act.  The  investigations 
will  further  relate,  as  appropriate,  to  the 
determination  of  the  date  on  which  total 
or  partial  separations  began  or 
threatened  to  begin  and  the  subdivision 
of  the  firm  involved. 

The  petitioners  or  any  other  persons 
showing  a  substantial  interest  in  the 
subject  matter  of  the  investigations  may 
request  a  public  hearing,  provided  such 
request  is  filed  in  writing  with  the 
Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 


Assistance,  at  the  address  shown  below, 
not  later  than  March  15, 1993. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  written  comments  regarding  the 
subject  matter  of  the  investigations  to 
the  Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance,  at  the  address  shewn  below, 
not  later  than  March  15, 1993. 

The  petitions  filed  in  this  case  are 
available  for  inspection  at  the  Office  of 
the  Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance,  Employment  and  Training 
Administration,  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  200  Constitution  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20210. 

Signed  at  Washington,  DC,  this  8th  day  of 
February,  1993. 

Marvin  M.  Fooks, 

Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance. 


Appendix 


Petitioner  UnkxYwoflcer/nrm— 

Location 

Date  re¬ 
ceived 

Date  of  peti¬ 
tion 

Petition  No. 

Articles  produced 

Tanya  A  Marie,  Inc  (Wkra)  . . 

Stratagrapti,  Inc.  (Co) . . . 

Syracuse  China  Coip.  (PAWtU) . . . 

Relloc  Manutectufing  Co  (ACTWU) . 

Obion  E.  Denton  (Wkis) . . . 

PennzoN  Production  (Pepco)  (Wkrs)  _ _ 

Liebeit  Corp  (Wkrs) . . . 

Irrgersol-Dresser  (Wkrs) . . . 

Huriock  Sportswear  (ILGWU) . . . 

Evergreen  Manutacturirrg  (Wkrs)  . . . 

C.P.S.  (Wkrs) . . . . . . 

Cooper  Power  Systems  (USWA)  _ _ 

BHP  Petroleum  (Americas),  Inc.  (Wkrs) . 

Berrong  Enlerpri^  Ltd.  (Wkrs) . 

Amerace  (I6EW) . .  . . 

Airtoil  TsJdron  (UAW)  _ _ 

NT.T..  Inc.  (Co) . . 

Cataway  S^ety  Equipment  Co.,  Inc.  (Wkrs) _ 

Fa«  River,  MA . 

Scott.  LA . 

Syracuse,  NY . 

Beaverton,  AL . 

New  Atoany,  MS . 

W.  Neola,  UT . 

Columbus,  OH . 

Harrison,  NJ . 

Huriock,  MO . 

Varreouver,  WA . 

Henderson.  KY  _ 

Canonsbury,  PA  _ 

Houston,  TX . 

Houston,  TX . 

Uvkrgston,  NJ . 

Fostoria,  OH  . 

MeadviUe,  PA . 

Hobbs,  NM _ 

02/08/93 

02/08/93 

02/08/93 

02/08/93 

02X>a/93 

02X>8/93 

02/08/93 

02/08/93 

02/08/93 

02X)8/93 

02/08/93 

02/08/93 

02/08/93 

02X)8/93 

02A)a/93 

02X18/93 

02/08/93 

02/08/93 

01/25/93 

01/291/93 

01/26/93 

01/28/93 

01/26/93 

01/21/93 

01/24/93 

01/26/93 

01/27/93 

01/29/93 

01/15/93 

01/29/93 

01/29/93 

01/21/93 

01/22/93 

01/25/93 

02/01/93 

01/26/93 

28.299 

28.300 

28.301 

28.302 

28.303 

28.304 

28.305 

28.306 

28.307 

28.308 

28.309 

28.310 

28.311 

28.312 

28.313 

28.314 

28.315 

28.316 

Ladies'  and  men's  coats  and  jackets. 

OH  service. 

Commercial  china. 

Men’s  dress  slacks. 

Children's  sleepwear. 

OH  and  gas. 

Printed  circuit  boards. 

Irrdustrial  water  pumps. 

Women's  sportswear. 

Steel  parts. 

Qitt  wrap  products. 

Power  transformers. 

OH  artd  gas. 

Data  processing. 

Electronic  components. 

Aircraft  engine  compressor  blades. 

ElectrorHc  oonrrectors. 

Sales  service  rental 

(FR  Doc.  93-4940  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
MLUNQ  CODE  4S10-«MS 


[TA-W-27,997) 

Texaco  Exploration  &  Production,  Inc., 
Eastern  E  &  P  Region,  New  Orleans, 
LA;  Dismissal  of  Application  for 
Reconsideration 


New  Orleans,  Louisiana  (February  18, 
1993). 

Signed  at  Washington,  DC,  this  23d  day  of 
February  1993. 

Marvin  M.  Fooks, 

Director,  Office  of  Trade  Adjustment 
Assistance. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4937  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
eaxiNO  CODE  4sio-ao-«i 


Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 
announces  a  forthcoming  meeting  of  the 
NASA  Advisory  Council,  History 
Advisory  Committee. 

DATES:  March  24, 1993, 1  p.m.  to  4:30 
p.m. 

ADDRESSES:  NASA  Headquarters,  room 
1T70,  300  E  Street  SW.,  Washington.  DC 
20277-2028. 


Pursuant  to  29  CFR  90.18  an 
application  for  administrative 
reconsideration  was  filed  with  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Trade 
Adjustment  Assistance  for  workers  at 
Texaco  Exploration  &  Production,  Inc., 
Eastern  E  &  P  Region,  New  Orleans, 
Louisiana.  The  review  indicated  that  the 
application  contained  no  new 
substantial  information  which  would 
bear  importantly  on  the  Department’s 
determination.  Therefore,  dismissal  of 
the  application  was  issued. 

TA-W-27,997:  Texaco  Exploration  ft 
Production,  Inc.,  Eastern  E  ft  P  Region, 


NATIONAL  AERONAUTICS  AND 
SPACE  ADMINISTRATION 

[Notice  93-021] 

NASA  Advisory  Council  (NAC),  History 
Advisory  Committee;  Meeting 

AGENCY:  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  meeting. 

SUMMARY:  In  accordance  with  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  Pub. 
L.  92-463,  as  amended,  the  National 


FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Dr.  Roger  D.’Launius,  History  Division, 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration,  Washington,  DC  20277- 
2028,  202/358-0384. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
meeting  will  be  open  to  the  public  up 
to  the  seating  capacity  of  the  room.  The 
agenda  for  the  meeting  is  as  follows; 

— ^Advisory  Committee  Executive  Order 
— Publication  Program  Status  Report 
— ^New  Projects 

— ^Twenty-Five  Year  Anniversary  of  the 
Lunar  Landing 
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It  is  imperative  that  the  meeting  be 
held  on  this  date  to  accommodate  the 
scheduling  priorities  of  the  key 
participants. 

Dated:  February  26, 1993. 

John  W.  Gaff, 

Advisory  Committee  Management  Officer, 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration. 

IFR  Doc.  93-4921  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BU.UNQ  CODE  7S10-01-M 


[Notice  (93-022)1 

NASA  Advisory  Council  Task  Force  for 
the  Hubble  Space  Telescope  Servicing 
Mission;  Meeting 

AGENCY:  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  meeting. 

SUMMARY:  In  accordance  with  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act,  Public 
Law  92-463,  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  announces  a 
meeting  of  the  NASA  Advisory  Council 
Task  Force  for  the  Hubble  Space 
Telescope  Servicing  Mission. 

DATES:  March  8, 1993,  8  a.m.  to  4  p.m.; 
and  March  9. 1993, 8  a.m.  to  4  p.m. 

ADDRESSES:  Capital  Cillery,  suite  300 
East,  600  Maryland  Avenue,  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20024. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Mr.  William  Vantine,  Code  M,  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration, 
Washington.  DC  20546,  202/358-1698. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
meeting  will  be  open  to  the  public  up 
to  the  seating  capacity  of  the  room.  The 
Task  Force  is  reviewing  the  current 
status  of  the  Hubble  Space  Telescope 
and  the  procedures  for  carrying  out  the 
servicing.  The  agenda  for  the  meeting  is 
as  follows: 

— Servicing  Mission  Preparations 
— Hubble  Space  Telescope  Systems 
Status 

— Development  Program 
— ^Mission  Scheduling 
Public  comments  on  other  aspects  of 
satellite  rescue  and  repair  will  also  be 
solicited  at  this  meeting.  It  is  imperative 
that  the  meeting  be  held  on  these  dates 
to  accommodate  the  scheduling 
priorities  of  the  key  participants. 

Dated:  March  1, 1993. 

John  W.  Gaff; 

Advisory  Committee  Management  Officer. 

IFR  Doc.  93-5007  Filed  3-2-93;  8:45  am] 
BiUJNQ  CODE  7510-01-M 


NATIONAL  COMMISSION  ON 
CHILDREN 

Tstmination  of  CommiMion 

The  National  Commission  on 
Children  was  created  by  Public  Law 
100-203,  December  22, 1987  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Social  Security  Act. 
The  purpose  of  the  law  was  to  establish 
a  nonpartisan  Commission  directed  to 
study  the  problems  of  children  in  the 
areas  of  health,  education,  social 
services,  income  security,  and  tax 
policy. 

The  powers  of  the  Commission  are 
vested  in  Commissioners  consisting  of 
36  voting  members  as  follows: 

1.  Twelve  members  appointed  by  the 
President 

2.  Twelve  members  appointed  by  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives 

3.  Twelve  members  appointed  by  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  ^nate. 
This  notice  announces  the 

termination  of  the  National  Commission 
on  Children  on  or  before  April  30, 1993. 
The  Commission  has  fulfilled  its 
mandate  as  set  forth  in  Public  Law  100- 
203.  For  further  information,  please 
contact  Cheryl  D.  Hayes  at  1111 18th 
Street,  NW.,  suite  810,  Washington,  DC 
20036,  or  (202)  254-3800. 

John  D.  Rockefeller  IV, 

Chairman,  National  Commission  on  Children. 
(FR  Doc.  93-4966  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BILLMO  CODE  473*-<7-M 


NATIONAL  FOUNDATION  ON  THE 
ARTS  AND  THE  HUMANITIES  . 

Cooperative  Agreement  for  the 
Administration  of  On*^ite  Evaluations 
and  Technical  Assistance 

AGQilCY:  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts,  NFAH. 

ACTION:  Notification  of  availability. 

SUMMARY:  The  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  is  requesting  proposals  leading 
to  the  award  of  a  Cooperative 
Agreement  with  a  qualified  organization 
or  individual  to  assist  the  Endowment’s 
Expansion  Arts  Program  in  the 
administration  of  artistic  and 
administrative  evaluations  of  grant 
applicants  and  grantees,  and  in  the 
administration  of  a  limited  number  of 
technical  assistance  projects.  'The 
responsibilities  of  the  recipient  of  the 
(Cooperative  Agreement  include: 
coo^inating  (Consultant’s  travel 
arrangements;  examining  and  approving 
Consultant’s  Travel  Expense  Reports; 
disbursing  funds  to  (Consultants;  and 


furnishing  reports.  Those  interested  in 
receiving  the  Solicitation  package 
should  reference  Program  Solicitation 
PS  93-07  in  their  written  request  and 
include  two  (2)  self-addressed  mailing 
labels.  Verbal  requests  for  the 
Solicitation  will  not  be  honored. 

DATES:  Program  Solicitation  PS  93-07  is 
scheduled  for  release  approximately 
March  8, 1993  with  proposals  due  on 
April  8. 1993. 

ADDRESSES:  Requests  for  the  SoUcitation 
shovild  be  addressed  to  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  (Contract 
Division,  room  217, 1100  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20506. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Anna^Mott  or  William  I.  Hummel. 
(k)nt^ts  Division,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW..  Washington. 
DC  20506  (202)  682-5482. 

William  I.  Hummel, 

Director,  Contracts  and  Procurement  Division. 
[FR  Doc.  93-4961  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BILUNQ  CODE  7S37-01-M 


Meeting 

Pursuant  to  section  10(a)(2)  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  (Committee  Act  (Public 
Law  92-463),  as  amended,  notice  is 
hereby  given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Office 
of  Public  Partnership  Advisory  Panel 
(State  and  Regional  Section)  will  be 
held  on  March  29, 1993  from  9  a.m.- 
5:30  p.m.  and  Ma^  30  from  8:30  a.m.- 
5  p.m.  in  room  M-14  at  the  Nancy 
Hanks  Center,  1100  Pennsylvania 
Avenue,  NW.,  Washington  DC  20506. 

This  meeting  will  be  open  to  the 
public  on  a  space  available  basis.  The 
topics  will  include  opening  remarks, 
review  of  Arts  in  Underserved 
Ck)mmimities  applications,  policy 
discussion,  and  guidelines  review. 

Any  interested  person  may  observe 
meetings,  or.  portions  thereof,  which  are 
open  to  the  public,  and  may  be 
permitted  to  participate  in  the 
discussions  at  the  discretion  of  the 
meeting  chairman  and  with  the 
approval  of  the  fuU-time  Federal 
employee  in  attendance. 

If  you  need  special  accommodations 
due  to  a  disability,  please  contact  the 
Office  of  Special  (jonstituencies. 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts,  1100 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW.,  Washington 
DC  20506,  202/682-5532,  TTY  202/682- 
5496,  at  least  seven  (7)  days  prior  to  the 
meeting. 

Further  information  with  reference  to 
this  meeting  can  be  obtained  frnm  Ms. 
Yvomie  M.  Sabine.  Advisory  (Committee 
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Management  Officer,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts,  Washington 
DC  20506,  or  call  (202)  682-5439. 

Dated:  February  24. 1993. 

Yvonne  M.  Sabine, 

Director,  Panel  Operations,  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4965  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 

BiujNO  coos  7ssr-ai-M 


NATIONAL  SaENCE  FOUNDATION 

Special  Emphasis  Panel  In  Biological 
Instrumentation  and  Resources;  Notice 
of  Meeting 

In  accordance  with  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub.  L.  92- 
463,  as  amended),  the  National  Science 
Foundation  announces  the  following 
meeting. 

Date  and  Time:  Monday,  March  22, 1993; 
8:30  a.m.-6  p.m.  Tuesday,  March  23, 1993; 
8:30  a.m.-6  p.m. 

Place:  International  Room,  Hotel 
Lombardy,  2019  I  St.  NW..  Washington,  DC 
20006. 

Type  of  Meeting:  Qosed. 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  Peter  W.  Arzberger, 
Program  Director,  Biological  Instrumentation 
and  Resources,  room  312,  National  Science 
Foundation,  1800  G  Street  NW..  Washington, 
DC  20550.  Telephone:  (202)  357-7652. 

Purpose  of  Meeting:  To  provide  advice  and 
rcconunendations  concerning  proposals 
submitted  to  NSF  for  financial  support. 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate  Database 
Activities  proposals  as  part  of  the  selection 
process  fw  awards. 

Reason  for  Qosing:  The  proposals  being 
reviewed  include  information  of  a 
proprietary  os  confidential  nature,  including 
technical  information;  financial  data,  such  as 
salaries;  personal  information  concerning 
individuals  associated  with  the  proposals. 
These  matters  are  exempt  under  5  U.S.C 
552b(c),  (4)  and  (6)  of  the  Government  in  the 
Sunshine  Act. 

Dated:  March  1, 1993. 

M.  Rebecca  Winkler, 

Committee  Management  Officer. 

|FR  Doc  93-4952  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BaOJNG  COOC  7S6S-«t-M 


Special  Emphasi*  Panel  in  Computer 
and  Compilation  Research;  Notice  of 
Meeting 

SUMMARY:  In  accordance  with  the 
Federal  Advisory  Conunittee  Act  (Pub. 
L.  92-463,  as  amended),  the  National 
Science  Foundaticm  announces  the 
following  meeting. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  MPORMATION:  The 
purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to  review  and 
evaluate  proposals  and  provide  advice 
and  recommendations  as  part  of  the 
selection  process  for  awa^s.  Because 
the  pioposals  being  reviewed  include 


information  of  a  proprietary  or 
confidential  nature,  including  technical 
information;  financial  data,  such  as 
salaries;  and  personal  information 
concerning  individuals  associated  with 
proposals,  the  meetings  are  closed  to  the 
public.  These  matters  are  within 
exemptions  (4)  and  (6)  of  5  U.S.C. 
552b(c),  Govemmbnt  in  the  Sunshine 
Act. 

Name:  Special  Emphasis  Panel  in 
Computer  &  Computation  Research. 
Date:  March  23. 1993. 

Time:  8:30  a.m.-5  p.m. 

Place:  St.  James  Hotel,  950  24th  St., 
NW..  Washington,  IX^. 

Type  of  Meeting:  Closed. 

Agenda:  Review  and  evaluate  Research 
Initiation  proposals. 

Contact:  Dr.  Bruce  H.  Barnes,  Deputy 
Division  Director,  Computer  and 
Computation  Research,  National 
Science  Foundation,  rm.  304, 
Washington.  DC  20550,  (202)  357- 
9747. 

Dated:  March  1, 1993. 

M.  Rebecca  Winkler, 

Committee  Management  Officer. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4958  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BILUNQ  CODE  7SS6-«t-M 


Special  Emphasis  Pane)  in  Design  and 
Manufacturing  Systems;  Notice  of 
Meetings 

In  accordance  with  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub.  L.  92- 
463,  as  amended),  the  National  Science 
Foundation  (NSIO  announces  the 
following  meetings. 

Date  Sr  Time:  March  30, 1993;  8:30  a.m.  to 
5:30  p.m. 

Place:  The  Inn  at  Foggy  Bottom,  824  New 
Hampshire  Ave.,  NW.,  Washington,  DC 

Contact  Person:  Drs.  B.  Kramer  and  K. 
Srinavasan,  Program  Directors,  Division  of 
Design  and  Manufecturing  Systems,  rm. 

1128,  National  Science  Foundation,  1800  G 
St.  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20550.  Telephone: 
(202)  357-5167. 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate 
Manufacturing  and  Processing  Equipment 
Research  Initiation  and  Equipment  proposals 
as  part  of  the  selection  process  for  awa^s. 

Date  &  Time:  March  31, 1993;  8:30  a.m.  to 
5:30  p.m. 

Place:  Rm.  500  B,  National  Sdence 
Foundation,  1110  Vermont  Ave.,  NW., 
Washington,  DC 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  F.  Stan  Settles, 

Program  Directw,  Division  of  Design  and 
Manufacturing  Systems,  rm.  1128,  National 
Science  Foundation,  1800  G  St.  NW.. 
Washington,  DC  20550.  Telephone:  (202) 
357-5167. 

Agendo:  To  review  and  evaluate  Integrated 
Engineering  and  Engineering  Design 
Research  l^tiation  and  Equipment  proposals 
as  part  of  the  selection  process  for  awards. 


Date  &  Time:  March  31, 1993;  8:30  a.m.  to  1 
5:30  p.m. 

Place:  Rm.  500  D,  National  Science  j 

Foundation,  1110  Vermont  Ave.,  NW.,  l 

Washington,  DC 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  F.  Hank  Grant,  Program 
Director,  Division  of  Design  and 
Manufacturing  Systems,  rm.  1128,  National 
Science  Foimdation,  1800  G  St.  NW., 

Washington,  DC  20550.  Telephone  (202) 

357-6167. 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate 
Operations  Research  and  Production 
Systems’  Research  Initiation  and  Equipment 
proposals  as  p>art  of  the  selection  process  for 
awards. 

Date  Sr  Time:  April  1, 1993;  8:30  a.m.  to 
5:30  p.m. 

Place;  Rms.  500  C  &  D,  National  Science 
Foundation,  1110  Vermont  Ave.,  NW., 
Washington,  DC 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  F.  Hank  Grant,  Program 
Director,  Division  of  Design  and 
Manufacturing  Systems,  rm.  1128,  National 
Science  Foundation,  1800  G  St.  NW., 

Washington,  DC  20550.  Telephone:  (202) 
357-5167, 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate 
Engineering  Research  Deployment  Teaching 
Initiative  proposals  as  part  of  the  selection 
process  for  awards. 

Type  of  Meetings:  Closed 

Fiirpose  of  Meeting:  To  provide  advice 
and  recommendations  concerning  support  for 
research  proposals  submitted  to  the  NSF  for 
financial  support. 

Reason  for  Closing:  The  proposals  being 
reviewed  include  information  of  a 
proprietary  or  confidential  nature,  including 
technical  information;  financial  data,  such  as 
salaries;  and  personal  information 
concerning  individuals  associated  with  the 
proposals.  These  matters  are  exempt  under  5 
U.S.C  5S2b(cK4)  and  (6)  of  the  Government 
in  the  Simshine  Act. 

Dated:  March  1, 1993. 

M.  Rebecca  Winkler, 

Committee  Management  Officer. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4953  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 

BHJJNO  COOE  TS6S-«1-M 


Division  of  Environmentai  Bioiogy; 
Notice  Of  Meetings 

In  accordance  with  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub,  L.  92- 
463,  as  amended),  the  National  Science 
Foundation  (NSn  announces  the 
following  meetings. 

Name:  Advisory  Panel  for  Ecology. 

Date  Sr  Time:  March  31-ApriI  2, 1993, 8 
a.m.  to  5  pjn. 

Place:  Room  1242,  National  Science 
Foundation,  1800  G  Street  NW.,  Washington, 
DC 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  Laurel  Fox,  rm.  215, 
National  Science  Foundation,  1800  G  St. 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20550.  Telephone: 
(202)  357-9734. 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate  Ecology 
proposals  as  part  of  the  selection  process  for 
awards. 


Federal  Register  /  Vol  58,  No.  41  /  Thursday,  March  4.  1993  /  Notices 


12377 


Name:  Advisory  Panel  for  Ecosystem 
Studies. 

Date  S’  Time:  March  31-ApriI  2, 1993, 8 
a.m.  to  5  p.m. 

Place:  Room  1243,  National  Science 
Foundation,  1800  G  Street,  NW.,  Washington, 
DC. 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  Richard  Dame,  Room 
215  National  Science  Foundation,  1800  G  St 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20550.  Telephone: 

(202)  375-9734. 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate  Ecosystem 
Studies  Proposals  as  part  of  the  selection 
process  for  awards. 

Type  of  Meetings:  Closed. 

Pliipose  of  Meetings:  To  provide  advice 
and  recommendations  concerning  support  for 
research  proposals  submitted  to  the  NSF  for 
financial  support. 

Reason  for  Qosing:  The  proposals  being 
reviewed  include  information  of  a 
proprietary  or  confidential  nature,  including 
technical  information;  financial  data,  such  as 
salaries;  and  personal  information 
concerning  individuals  associated  with  the 
proposals.  These  matters  are  exempt  under  5 
U.S.C  552b(c)  (4)  and  (6)  of  the  Government 
in  the  Sunshine  Act 

Dated:  March  1, 1993. 

M.  Rebecca  Winkler, 

Committee  Management  Officer. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4954  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BRUNO  cooe  TSSS-ei-H 


Special  Emphasis  Panel  in 
Environmental  Biology;  Notice  Of 
Meeting 

In  accordance  with  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub.  L.  92- 
463,  as  amended),  the  National  Science 
Foimdation  announces  the  following 
meeting. 

Date  and  Time:  March  25  &  26, 1993,  8 
a.m.-5  p.m. 

Place:  Room  1243,  National  Science 
Foundation,  1800  G  Street  NW.  Washington, 
DC. 

Type  of  Meeting:  Qosed. 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  James  Rodman,  im. 

215,  National  Science  Foundation,  1800  G  St 
NW.,  Washington,  DC  20550.  Telephone: 
(202)  357-9588. 

Purpose  of  Meeting:  To  provide  advice  and 
recommendations  concerning  proposals 
submitted  to  NSF  for  Bnancial  support. 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate  Research 
Planning  Grants  and  Career  Advancement 
Award  proposals  as  part  of  the  selection 
process  for  awards. 

Reason  for  Closing:  The  proposals  being 
reviewed  include  information  of  a 
proprietary  or  confidential  nature.  Including 
technical  information;  hnancial  data,  such  as 
salaries;  anU  personal  information 
concerning  individuals  associated  with  the 
proposals.  These  matters  are  exempt  under  5 
U.S.C  552b(c),  (4)  and  (6)  of  the  Government 
in  the  Sunshine  Act. 


Dated:  March  1, 1993. 

M.  Rebecca  Winkler, 

Committee  Management  Officer. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4956  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BRUNG  COOE  TSSB-OI-M 


Special  Emphasis  Panel  in 
Mathematical  Sciences;  Notice  of 
Meeting 

In  accordance  with  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub.  L.  92- 
463,  as  amended),  the  National  Science 
Foundation  announces  the  following 
meeting. 

Date  and  Time:  March  23-24, 1993  (9  a.m. 
to  5  p.m.). 

Place:  National  Science  Foundation, 
Vermont  Avenue  Building,  1110  Vermont 
Avenue,  NW.,  room  500A,  Washington,  DC 

Type  of  Meeting:  Qosed. 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  William  Y.  Velez, 
Program  Director,  Division  of  Mathematical 
Sciences,  Room  339,  National  Science 
Foundation,  1800  G  St.  NW.,  Washington,  DC 
20550.  Telephone:  (202)  357-3693. 

Purpose  of  Meeting:  To  provide  advice  and 
recommendations  concerning  proposals 
submitted  to  NSF  for  hnancial  support. 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate  the  DMS 
Research  Opportunities  for  Women  & 
Minority  Research  Initiation  proposals  as 
part  of  the  selection  process  for  awards. 

Reason  for  Closing:  The  proposals  being 
reviewed  include  information  of  a 
proprietary  or  confidential  natiue,  including 
technical  information;  financial  data,  such  as 
salaries;  and  personal  information 
concerning  individuals  associated  with  the 
proposals.  These  matters  are  exempt  under  5 
U.S.C  552b(c),  (4)  and  (6)  of  the  Government 
in  the  Sunshine  Act 

Dated:  March  1, 1993. 

M.  Rebecca  Winkler, 

Committee  Management  Officer. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4955  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BRUNO  COOE  7S65-01-M 


Special  Emphasis  Panel  In 
Microelectronic  Information 
Processing  Systems;  Notice  of 
Meeting 

In  accordance  with  the  Federal 
Advisory  Committee  Act  (Pub.  L.  92- 
463,  as  amended),  the  National  Science 
Foundation  announces  the  following 
meeting: 

Name:  Special  Emphasis  Panel  in 
Microelectronic  Information  Processing 
Systems. 

Date  and  Time:  March  26, 1993  8:30  a.m.- 
5  p.m. 

Place:  National  Science  Foundation,  1800 
G  Street,  NW,  Washington,  DC  20550, 
Conference  Rooms:  543,  306, 417, 414A, 
414B. 

Type  of  Meeting:  Closed. 

Contact  Person:  Dr.  John  R.  Lehmann, 
Deputy  Division  Director,  Microelectronic 


Information  Processing  Systems  Division, 
National  Science  Foundation,  room  414, 
Telephone  No.:  202-357-7373. 

Purpose  of  Meeting:  To  provide  advice  and 
recommendations  concerning  proposals 
submitted  to  NSF  for  financial  support. 

Agenda:  To  review  and  evaluate  FY  93 
Research  Initiation  Award  (RIA)  proposals  in 
the  Microelectronic  Information  Processing 
Systems  area  of  research. 

Reason  for  Closing:  The  proposals  being 
reviewed  include  information  of  a 
proprietary  or  confidential  nature  including 
technical  infinmation;  financial  data  such  as 
salaries;  and  personal  information 
concerning  individuals  associated  with  the 
proposals.  These  matters  are  exempt  under  5 
U.S.C  552b.(c)(4)  and  (6)  of  the  Government 
in  the  Sunshine  Act 
Dated:  March  1, 1993. 

M.  Rdiecca  Winkler, 

Committee  Management  Officer. 

(FR  Doc  93-4957  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BRUNO  COOE  7S56-01-M 


NUCLEAR  REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Documents  Containing  RejXMting  or  ' 
Recordkeeping  Requirements:  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  (0MB) 
Review 

AGENCY:  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  OMB  review  of 
information  collection. 

SUMMARY:  The  NRC  has  recently 
submitted  to  OMB  for  review  the 
following  proposal  for  the  oollection  of 
information  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1980  (44 
U.S.C.  chapter  35). 

1.  Type  of  submission,  new,  revision, 
or  extension:  Revision. 

2.  The  title  of  the  information 
collection:  IAEA  Form  N-71 — ^Design 
Information  Questionnaire 

3.  The  form  number  if  applicable: 
IAEA  Form  N-71 

4.  How  often  the  collection  is 
required:  Once. 

5.  Who  will  be  required  or  asked  to 
report:  Licensees  of  facilities  on  the  U.S. 
eligible  list  who  have  been  notified  in 
writing  by  the  Commission  to  submit 
the  form. 

6.  An  estimate  of  the  number  of 
responses  annually:  One. 

7.  An  estimate  of  the  total  number  of 
hours  needed  annually  to  complete  the 
requirement  or  request:  360 

8.  An  indication  of  whether  Section 
3504(h),  Pub.  L  95-511  applies;  Not 
applicable. 

9.  Abstract:  Licenses  of  facilities  that 
appear  on  the  U.S.  eligible  list,  pursuant 
to  the  USD/IAEA  Safeguards 
Agreement,  and  who  have  been  notified 
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in  writing  by  the  Commission,  are 
required  to  complete  and  submit  a 
Dc^gn  Informatian  Questionnaire,  IAEA 
Form  N-71. 

Copies  of  the  submittal  may  be 
insp^ed  at  obtained  for  a  Cm  from  the 
NRC  PuUic  Document  Room  2120  L 
Street,  NW  (Lower  Level),  Washington. 
DC 

Comments  and  questions  may  be 
directed  by  mail  to  the  OMB  reviewer: 
Ronald  Minsk.  Office  of  Information  and 
Regulatoiy  Affairs  (3150-0056),  NEOB- 
3019,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
Washington.  DC  20503. 

Comments  may  also  be  communicated 
by  telephone  at  (202)  396-3084.  The 
NRC  Gearance  Office  is  Brenda  ). 
Shelton.  (301)  492-8132.  Dated  at 
Bethesda,  Maryland,  this  24th  day  of 
Felmiary  1993. 

Pot  the  Nuclear  R^uIatOTy  COTnmission. 
Gerald  F.  Oranfiird, 

Designated  Senior  Official  for  Information 
Resources  Manag/ement. 

(FR  Doa  93-4948  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BKJJNO  CODE  7Sa»-««-M 


[Docket  Na  40-6659] 

Petrotomics  Company;  Draft  Hnding  of 
No  Significant  Impact  Regarding  the 
Corrstruction  of  Evaporation  Ponds  at 
the  Shirley  Basin  Mill  Located  in 
Carbon  C^nty,  WY 

AGENCY:  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

ACnON:  Draft  finding  of  no  significant 
impact. 


1.  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  administrative  action  is 
to  authorize  the  construction  of 
additional  evaporation  ponds  at  the 
Shirley  Basin  mill  by  r^sion  to  Source 
Material  License  SUA-551. 

2.  Reasons  for  the  Draft  Finding  of  No 
Significant  Inquict 

The  Shirley  Basin  mill,  owned  and 
operated  by  Petrotomics  Company,  is  a 
decommissioned  luranium  mill  site. 
Activities  authorized  under  SUA-551 
include  site  reclamation  and  ground- 
water  corrective  actions.  As  part  of 
Petrotomics’  proposed  modification  to 
the  ground-watOT  corrective  action  plan, 
the  licensee  requested  authorization  to 
construct  two  additional  evaporation 
ponds  on  the  partially  reclaimed  site 
tailings  impoundment  The  NRC  staff 
evaluated  ffie  evaporation  pond  design 
to  assess  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  which  could  result  if  the 
proposed  pond  design  were  approved. 
Do^ments  used  to  prepare  the 
evaluation  include  licensee  submittals 


entitled  “Corrective  Action 
Modifications,  Upper  Wind  River  Sand” 
dated  January  1992,  and  “Supplement 
to  Applicant’s  Environmental  Report  for 
Expanded  Evaporation  System- 
Corrective  Acticm  Plan”  dated 
November  1992.  Other  submittals 
necessary  for  the  evaluation  of  the 
licensee’s  proposal  include  the 
Environment^  Report  for  the  Shirley 
Basin  Mill  dated  April  1, 1981,  the 
Environmental  Assessment  issued  in 
1984  hy  the  NRC,  and  information 
forwarded  to  the  NRC  by  letters  dated 
May  7. 1992,  and  January  8  and  January 
13, 1993. 

The  following  statements  support  the 
draft  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 
and  sununarize  the  environmental 
assessment.  _ 

A.  In  accordance  with  10  CFR  51.60, 
the  NRC  does  not  require  an 
Environmental  Report  for  the  type  of 
license  amendment  request  submitted 
by  the  licensee. 

B.  The  evaporation  ponds  will  be 
constructed  within  the  main  tailings 
embankment,  which  would  be  10  feet 
higher  than  the  crest  of  the  proposed 
interior  pond  dikes.  The  design  for  the 
main  tailings  embankment  was 
previously  evaluated  and  approved  in 
the  NRC  ^vlronmental  Ass^ment  for 
the  Shirley  Basin  mill  in  1984. 

C  There  would  be  no  additional 
natural  resource  commitments  with 
implementation  of  the  licensee’s 
proposed  pond  design  and  location. 

D.  There  would  be  no  potential  for 
spillage  of  recovered  seepage.  Also, 
there  would  be  no  potential  for 
environmental  damage  due  to  a  delay  in 
identifying  failure  of  a  pond  system 
com^nent. 

E.  There  would  be  no  environmental 
impacts  due  to  additional  disturbance  to 
the  land  or  to  the  ecological  system  in 
the  Shirley  Basin  mill  area. 

F.  The  proposed  evaporation  ponds 

should  be  adequate  for  storing  effiuent 
recovered  as  p^  of  the  Shirley  Basin 
mill  ground-water  corrective  action 
plan.  '  _ 

In  accordance  with  10  CFR  51.33(a) 
and  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
between  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  the  Commission  (October 
25. 1991,  56  FR  55432),  the  Director. 
Uranium  Recovery  Field  Office  made 
the  determination  to  issue  a  draft 
finding  of  no  significant  impact  and  to 
accept  comments  on  the  draft  finding 
for  a  period  of  45  days  after  issuance  in 
the  Federal  Register. 

'This  finding  and  the  environmental 
assessment  setting  forth  the  basis  for  the 
finding,  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  (Commission’s 
Uranium  Recovery  Field  Office  at  730 


Siiruns  Street,  Denver,  Colorado,  and  at 
the  (Commission’s  Public  document 
Room  at  2120  L  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  EXC. 

Dated  at  Denver,  (Colorado,  this  22nd  day 
of  February  1993. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Ramon  E.  Hall, 

Director. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4947  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
Btuma  CODE  Tsaa-at-M 


[Docket  No.  72-8  (50-317/318)] 

Baltimore  Gas  li  Electric  Company 
Calvert  Cliffs  Nuclear  Power  Plant; 
Receipt  of  Petition  for  Director’e 
Decision  Under  10  CFR  2.206 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  by  Petition 
of  December  21, 1992,  the  Maryland 
Safe  Energy  (Coalition  requested  that  the 
Nuclear  Regulatory  (Commission 
institute  a  proceeding  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  2.202  with  rega^  to  the 
Independent  Spent  Fuel  Storage 
Installation  (ISFSI)  at  the  (Calvert  Qiffs 
Nuclear  Power  Plant.  The  Petitioner 
requests  that  the  NRC:  (1)  Halt  the 
transfer  of  nuclear  waste  from  the  spent 
fuel  pool  at  the  (Calvert  Cliffs  Plant  to 
the  ISFSI  until  certain  alleged  safety 
problems  have  been  fully  investigated 
and  solved;  (2)  implement  its  Petition  to 
reopen  hearings  and  testimony  for 
fiirffier  rulem^ng  and  regulation  of 
nuclear  waste  storage  at  the  plant;  and 
(3)  deny  a  (Certificate  of  (Compliance  and 
suspend  the  license  issued  to  the 
Baltimore  CCas  &  Electric  (Company 
(BG&E)  for  dry  cask  storage  of  spent  fuel 
until  the  concerns  set  fortii  in  the 
Petition  are  addressed  by  the  NRC  and 
B(C&E.  The  Petitioner  asserts  as  basis  for 
these  requests  that  several  relevant 
omissions  from  past  NRC  hearings, 
expert  testimony,  and  rulings  may 
seriously  impact  the  safe  operation  of 
dry  cask  storage  of  spent  fuel  at  (Calvert 
Cliffs.  In  addition,  new  information 
allegedly  proves  the  inadequacy  of  the 
NRC’s  and  B(C&E’s  evaluations  of  this 
spent  fuel  storage,  to  wit:  That  the  (Cove 
Point  Natural  (Cas  Plant,  which  is 
expected  to  resume  operation  in  1993,  is 
a  potential  danger  to  safe  storetge  that 
has  not  been  analyzed,  and  failure  to 
analyze  it  is  a  violation  of  NRC 
proc^ure.  ITie  Petitioner  also  alleges 
that  safety  problems  related  to  the  ISFSI 
at  the  (Calvert  Cliffs  Plant  exist  with 
regard  to  the  following  matters:  The 
thermal  limits  of  passively  cooled 
concrete  vaults  may  be  exceeded  if  the 
air  convection  ports  become  blocked, 
which  could  also  damage  the  fuel  in  the 
canisters,  increase  the  temperature  of 
the  canister  beyond  the  design  limits,  or 
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increase  embrittleiiiOTit;  the  NRC  has 
failed  to  reqaire  radiation  limitations  at 
the  air  iniets  and  outlets,  which  are  the 
points  of  greatest  risk,  or  to  require 
inspection  for  caniatm  endnrittleiDeiit, 
corrosion  or  leakage»or  internal  canister 
monitoring;  the  is  permitting 
defective  peaking)  fuel  to  be  transferred 
to  the  dry  casks  without  limits  in 
quantity;  if  the  thermal  Hmits  of  the 
ccuicrete  in  the  ISFSI  are  exceeded,  the 
canisters  may  become  irretrievable;  and 
dry  cask  stcuage  has  not  been  adequately 
tested. 

The  request  is  being  treated  pursuant 
to  10  CFR  2.206  of  the  Commission's 
regulations.  As  provided  by  section 
2.206,  appropriate  action  will  be  taken 
on  this  request  within  a  reasonable  time. 

A  copy  of  this  Petition  is  available  for 
inspecticm  in  the  ComniiasicMi's  Public 
Document  Room,  2120  L  Street,  NW. 
(Lower  Level),  Washington,  DC  20555, 
and  at  the  Local  Public  Document  Room 
at  the  Calvert  County  Public  Library,  30 
Duke  Street,  P.O.  Box  405,  Prince 
Frederick.  Maryland,  20678. 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland,  this  24th  day 
of  February  1993. 

For  the  hhiclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
Robert  M.  Bernero, 

Director,  Office  of  Nuclear  Material  Safety 
and  Safeguards. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4945  Filed  3-3-93;  9:45  am) 
BILLMO  CODE  7Sa0-01-M 


[Docket  Na  50-213] 

Connecticut  Yankee  Atomic  Power 
Company;  Consideration  of  issuance 
of  Amendment  to  Facility  Operating 
License  and  Opportuntty  for  Hearing 

The  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (the  Commission)  is 
considering  issuance  of  an  annmdmeitt 
to  Facility  Operating  License  Na  DPR- 
61,  issued  to  Connecticut  Yankee 
Atomic  Power  ConqNtnv  (the  Mcensee), 
for  operation  of  the  Haddam  Neck  Plant 
located  in  Middlesex  County, 
Connecticut. 

The  proposed  amendment  urauld 
modify  the  exiting  steam  generator  tubes 
repair  (plugging/sleeving)  limits  in  the 
Technical  Specificatkms.  The  dtange  is 
[ustified  bas^  on  a  combinatkis 
enhanced  inservice  inspecticm,  a  repair 
limit  based  on  crack  length  rather  than 
cracic  depth  and  a  limit  on  the  number 
of  tubes  with  characterized  cracks 
retained  in  service. 

Before  issuance  of  the  proposed 
licmise  amendment,  the  Ccunmisskui 
MdU  have  made  findings  required  by  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended 
(the  Act)  and  the  Commissioa’s 
regulations. 


By  Afuil  5. 1993,  the  licensee  may  file 
a  request  for  a  bea^g  with  respect  to  ' 
issuance  of  the  amendment  to  tne 
subject  facilify  operating  lk»nse  and 
any  person  wdKwe  intmest  may  be 
a^cted  by  this  proceeding  ai^  who 
wi^iies  to  participate  as  a  party  in  the 
proceeding  must  file  a  written  request 
for  a  hearing  and  a  petiticm  for  leave  to 
intervene.  Requests  for  a  hearing  and  a 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene  shall  be 
filed  in  acccudanc»  with  the 
Commission's  "Rules  of  Practice  for 
Domestic  Licensing  Prcxnedings’’  in  10 
CFR  part  2.  hiterested  persons  should 
consult  a  current  copy  of  10  CFR  2.714 
which  is  avsiil^le  at  the  Commissimi’s 
Public  Dociunent  Room,  the  Gelman 
Building,  2120  L  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  IX^  20555  and  at  the  local 
public  document  room  located  at  the 
Russell  Library,  123  Broad  Street, 
Middletown,  Connecticut.  If  a  request 
for  a  hearing  or  j^tition  for  leave  to 
intervene  is  filed  by  the  above  date,  the 
Commission  or  an  Atomic  Safety  and 
Licensing  Board,  designated  by  the 
Commission  or  by  the  Chairman  of  the 
Atomic  Safely  and  Licensing  Board 
Panel,  will  rule  on  the  request  and/or 
petition;  and  the  Secretary  or  the 
designs^  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing 
Board  will  issue  a  notice  of  hesuring  or 
an  appropriate  order^ 

As  req;uired  by  10  CFR  2.714,  a 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene  shall  set 
forth  with  particularity  the  interest  of 
the  petitioner  in  the  proceeding,  and 
how  that  interest  mav  be  afiected  by  the 
resohs  <d  the  proceeding.  The  petition 
should  specifically  explain  the  reasons 
vdiy  intervention  should  be  permitted 
with  particular  reference  to  the 
.  foUofwing  factors:  (1)  The  nature  of  the 
pelitiooer's  right  under  the  Act  to  be 
made  a  party  to  the  proceeding:  (2)  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  petitioner’s 
praprety,  financial,  or  other  interest  in 
die  proofing;  and  (3)  the  possible 
efkitit  of  any  order  which  may  be 
entared  in  the  proceeding  on  the 
petitioaer’s  interest.  The  petition  should 
•Iso  fdmtify  the  specific  aspect(s)  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  proceeding  as  to 
which  pe^ioner  Mrishes  to  intervene. 
Any  penbn  who  has  filed  a  petition  for 
leave  to  Intervene  or  who  has  been 
admitted  as  a  party  may  amend  the 
pethum  without  requesting  leave  of  the 
Bored  up  to  15  days  prior  to  the  first 
pre-heering  confrem^  scheduled  in  the 
proceediBg,  hot  sndi  an  amended 
petition  must  satisfy  the  specificity 
requirreiiMits  described  above. 

Not  hrtw  than  15  days  prior  to  the  first 
prehearnig  conference  scheduled  in  the 
proceeding,  a  petitioner  shall  file  a 
Sttppleiiient  to  the  petiticm  to  intervene 
whi^  must  include  a  list  of  the 


contentions  whfoh  are  sought  to  be 
litigated  in  the  matter.  Each  contention 
must  consist  of  a  specific  statemreit  of 
theissuecrflawor  foci  to  be  raised  or  ' 
cxmtroverted.  In  addition,  the  petitraner 
shall  provide  a  brief  explanatkm  of  the 
bases  of  the  cxmtention  and  a  concise 
statrenent  of  the  alleged  facets  or  expert 
ofrinicm  which  support  the  ccmtmtion 
a^  cm  which  the  petitraner  intends  to 
rely  in  proving  the  contenticm  at  the 
hearing.  The  petitioner  must  also 
provicfo  refermices  to  those  specific 
sources  and  dcxniments  of  which  the 
petitioner  is  aware  and  on  which  the 
petitioner  intends  to  rely  to  establi^ 
those  f^s  or  expert  opinion.  Petitioner 
mut  provide  sufficient  information  to 
show  that  a  genuine  dispute  exists  with 
the  applicant  on  a  material  issue  of  law 
or  fart.  Contentiona  shall  be  limited  to 
matters  within  the  scope  of  the 
amendment  under  consideration.  The 
contention  must  be  one  whkdi,  if 
proven,  would  entitle  the  petitioner  to 
relief.  A  petitioner  vriio  foils  to  file  such 
supplemmt  which  satisfies  these 
requirements  with  respert  to  at  last  one 
contention  will  not  be  permitted  to 
participate  as  a  prety. 

Those  permitted  to  intervene  become 
pa^es  to  the  proceeding,  subjert  to  any 
limitations  in  the  order  granting  leave  to 
intervene,  and  have  the  opportunity  to 
articipate  fully  in  the  ccmduct  of  the 
earing,  including  the  opportunity  to 
present  evidence  and  cross-examine 
witnesses. 

A  request  for  a  hearing  or  a  prtiticm 
for  leave  to  intervene  must  be  filed  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Ccmmiisrian,  U.S. 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission, 
Washington,  DC  20555,  Attention: 
Docketing  and  Services  Branch,  or  may 
be  delivered  to  the  Commission’s  Public 
Document  Rcram,  the  Gelman  Building, 
2120  L  Street.  NW..  Washinrton.  IXI 
20555.  by  the  above  drte.  Where 
petitions  are  filed  during  the  last  10 
days  of  the  notice  period,  it  is  requested 
that  the  petitioner  prcxnptly  so  inform 
the  Commission  by  a  toll-free  telephone 
call  to  Western  Unicm  at  l-(800)  248- 
5100  (fai  Missourf  l-(800)  343-6700). 
'The  Western  Union  operator  should  be 
given  Datagram  Identification  Number 
N1023  mid  the  fiffiovring  message 
addressed  to  John  F.  Stolz;  (letitioner’s 
name  and  telephone  numbre;  date 
prtition  was  mailed;  plant  nama;  reid 
publraation  date  md  page  noniber  of 
this  Federal  Register  notice.  A  copy  of 
the  petiticm  should  also  be  sent  to  tne 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  U.S. 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Ccmimission, 
Washington,  IX^  20555,  and  the  Gerald 
Garfield,  Esquire,  Day,  Berry  &  Howard, 
Counselors  at  Law,  Qty  Place.  Hartford, 
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Connecticut  06103-3499,  attorney  for 
the  licensee. 

Nontimely  filings  of  petitions  for 
leave  to  intervene,  amended  petitions, 
supplemental  petitions  and/or  reouests 
for  hearing  will  not  be  entertained 
absent  a  determination  by  the 
Commission,  the  presiding  officer  of  the 
presiding  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing  . 
Board  that  the  petition  and/or  request 
should  be  granted  based  upon  a 
balancing  of  the  fectors  specified  in  10 
CFR  2.714(a)(l)(iHv)  and  2.714(d). 

If  a  request  for  a  hearing  is  received, 
the  Commission’s  staff  may  issue  the 
amendment  after  it  completes  its 
technical  review  and  prior  to  the 
completion  of  any  required  hearing  if  it 
publishes  a  further  notice  for  public 
comment  of  its  proposed  finding  of  no 
significant  hazards  consideration  in 
accordance  with  10  CFR  50.91  and 
50.92. 

For  further  details  with  respect  to  this 
action,  see  the  application  for 
amendment  dat^  January  29, 1993, 
which  is  available  fw  public  inspection 


at  the  Conunission's  Public  Document 
Room,  the  Gelman  Building,  2120  L 
Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20555,  and 
at  the  local  public  document  room 
located  at  the  Russell  Library,  123  Broad 
Street,  Middletown,  Connecticut  06457. 

Dated  at  Rockville,  Maryland,  this  2Sth  day 
of  February  1993. 

For  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 
John  F.  Stolz, 

Director,  Project  Directorate  1-4,  Division  of 
Reactor  Projects — I/H,  Office  (^Nuclear 
Reactor  Regulation. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4946  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 


SES  Positions  That  Were  Career 
Reserved  During  1992 


I 

SUMMARY:  As  required  by  the  Civil  | 

Service  Reform  Act  of  1978,  this  gives  ^ 
notice  of  all  positions  in  the  Senior  ^ 

Executive  Service  (SES)  that  were  career  f 
reserved  during  1992.  t 

$ 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Charles  Vaughn,  Office  of  Executive  and 
Management  Policy,  (202)  606-1927. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Below  is  a 
list  of  titles  of  SES  positions  that  were  , 
career  reserved  any  time  in  calendar  ) 

year  1992  whether  or  not  they  were  still  > 
career  reserved  on  December  31, 1992. 
Section  3132(b)(4)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  requires  that  the  head  of 
eadi  agency  publish  the  list  by  March 
of  the  following  year.  C^M  is  publishing 
a  consolidated  list  for  all  agencies. 

U.S.  Office  of  PersoniMl  Management. 

Patricia  W.  Lattimore, 

Acting  Director. 


AGENCY:  Office  of  Personnel 
Management. 

ACTION:  Notice. 
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OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT 


POSITIONS  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992 


Agency,  otganlzalion 


Action: 

OMce  tenpedor  Oanatal _ _ _ 

Aaaoc  Dirador  lor  Mgml  A  Budget  _ _ 

AdmWdiatlva  Contoranoa  d  Via  U.S.; 

AdmMstrattva  Confaranca  ol  Via  U.S. _ 


Adviaory  CouncV  on  HMortc  Piasaivalion: 

Oic  of  Via  Exac  Dirador _ _ 

Department  ol  Agticullura: 

Ole  ol  Vie  Inapedor  General . . 


Office  of  Aaat  Secy  AdmMatiBtlon _ 

Office  of  OperaVona . . . . . 

Office  of  Finance  and  fyianagament _ 

Farmers  Home  AdminMiatlon . 

Federal  Crop  Inaurance  Corporation  . 

Rural  Development  Admlntatratlon  _ 

AgrteuNutal  Mailteling  Service . . 


Career  reserved  poeltions 


Inspector  GeneraL 

Aseodata  Director  for  Management  &  Budget. 
Aaat  Dir  for  Financial  Management 

Executive  Dirador. 

Reaearch  Diractor. 

General  Counaet 

Executtva  Dirador. 

Deputy  inspector  GeneraL 

Asst  Inape^  General  for  investigationa. 

Dap  Aaat  inspector  General  tor  Investigation. 

Asat  Inapedor  General  tor  Audit 

Dep  Aasistanl  Inapedor  General  for  Audit. 

Dep  Aaat  Inapector  General  tor  Audit 
Asst  kiapector  Gen  lor  Pol  Dev  &  Res  Mgmt 
Dep  Aaat  Inep  Gan  for  Invest  Immediate  Office. 
Dejxity  CNef  Financial  Officer. 

DIrsetor  Offlee  of  Operationa. 

Deputy  Dir  tor  Procurement  A  Real  Property. 
Dep  Dir  tor  E/8,  Real  Property,  F/P  Division. 
Director,  Appitoations  Sydems  DMsioa 
Dir,  Into  Resources  Management  Division. 
Director,  Financial  Services  Division. 

Ok,  TtMift  Savings  Plan  Division. 

Deputy  Administrator  tor  Management 
Assistant  Administrator,  Finance  office. 

Asat  Admr  for  Automated  Information  Services. 
Asst  Admr,  CommurtHy  and  Business  Programs. 
Asst  Mgr  for  Actuarial  A  Underwriting  Sves. 
Assistant  Manager  for /Vlministratloa 
Assistant  Manager  tor  Insurance  Senricea. 

Asst  Manager  fw  Research  A  Development. 
Asst  Admr  Fin  Prog. 

Deputy  Administiator,  Management 
Director,  FniH  A  Vegetable  Division. 

Diractor,  Colton  Division. 

Diractor.  Dairy  Oivisioa 
Director,  Livestock  DMsioa 
Director.  Tobacco  Division. 

Agricuituiai  Marketing  Sve,  Dir  Poultry  DIv. 
Director,  Compliance  Staff. 

Ok,  Commodity  Scientific  Support  Division. 
Director. 
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Aoaneyi  eigantzatlon 


C— ■ri88e>ve(*po<Wone 


Anlwiai  A  Ptani  HeatWi  tnfmtem  Otwto 


Vfltwfcwy  SafvtoM _ 

Plam  Protection  &  Querantine  Servtc* 

Science  and  Technoiegy _ 

Fedeiat  Grain  tnepecSonSarvIn _ 

Food  Satety  and  inspecaonaewtee  — 


Food  &  NutiMon  Service  _ _ 

AgtkxMural  StabUzation  a  ConservatkMSanice 
Foreign  AgrtcuNuial  Servtoa _ 

AgricuMufe  Research  Sanrice _ — 

National  Program  Stall  Office 

Beitsviile  Area  Office _  - 

Norff)  Atlantic  Area  OMoa  ■ 

South  Affarffic  Area  Offtoa _ _ 

Midwest  Area  Office _  ■ 


Deputy  AdmMstiator  lor  Management  A  Budget 
Aasoc  Dap  AdmMakalor  for  m|^  4  BudgeL 
Oep  Admr.  Regulatory  EnforoemenllAnimal  Care. 
Aaat  Deputy  AdmMstralor,  Domestic  Programs. 

Dlierter,  Martham  flagiowL 

Dtr,  S  E  Region,  Vaterinaty  Servtcas. 

Diraclor.  Western  Region. 

Dim  dor.  Scuff*  Csntrel  Ragiern 
Assistant  Deputy  Administtatof. 

Dap  Adnnr.  Anknai  Damage  Controt 

Dir,  Operational  Support,  Veterinary  Servtcas. 

OiMClOf  N0flfeMMlMI8  R^gtoiv 

Director,  South  Central  Regioa 

Diroctor,  Western  Regioa 

Director,  Southeastern  Regioa 

Asst  to  ffre  Asst  Dep  Admr,  Natl  Programs.  PPQ. 

Director  Operational  Support  PPa 

Director  Sdenca  and  Technology. 

Dir  Field  Management  DMsioa 
Asst  Deputy  Admin  Technicai  Services. 

Dep  Admir-Administrative  MgmL 
Dir  Northeast  Region,  PhNa.,  Pa. 

Regl  Director,  Attonta,  Geor^ 

Dll,  Noiff*  Central  Regioa  Dee  Molnaav  Iowa. 
Director,  Scuffwrsstsm  Region^  Dalaa,  Tanas. 

Asst  Dap  Admr  Comp  4  Staff  Opsrallons. 

Asst  Dep  Admr,  Scientific  Staff  Services. 

Asst  Dap  Adrttin  (Admin  Mgt). 

Deputy  Administrator,  Science. 

Dap  Admr  InlemI  Programs. 

Asm  to  ffw  Dep  Admr  Intemationai  Programs. 

Asst  Deputy  Administiator. 

Regional  DIractor. 

Aasistanl  Deputy  AdminMialor. 

Associate  Deputy  Adrrrinistiator. 

Deputy  Admin  for  Financial  ManagemenL 
Deputy  Admr  for  ManagemenL 
>  AoooMfllln^  OMmil 
Director,  Budget  DIvisioa 
Director,  Totracoo  Cotton  4  Seeds  DMsioa 
Dir,  Grain  4  Feed  DIv. 

Dir,  Ollaeads  4  Prod  Div. 

Dir,  Dairy,  Uvestocfc  4  Poultry  Div. 

.  Deputy  Assistant  AdmMstialor  EiffioP  CretMs, 

Dep  Asst  Admr,  InlemI  Agile  Statistics. 

Deputy  Asst  Administrator  tor  ManagemenL 
Dep  Admr  tor  Adm  M^nL 
Assoc  Dep  Admin  tor  Administrativa  ManagemenL 
Asst  Adm  tor  Cooperative  Meractlons. 

[  Corr  tor  Sd  4  Educ  Agencies  tor  inti  Acihr. 

Deputy  Adnriniatrator  National  Program  Stall. 
Assoc  Dep  Admr. 

Associate  Dep  AdminMiator,  Animal  Sciences. 

Dir,  BeNsvWe  Human  Nutrition  Research  Ctr. 
Director  BeltavMte  Area  Office. 

Assoc  Dir  BeNsvWe  Area. 

Assoc  Dep  Admr,  NtMural  ReoouroealSystems.  ■ 
Associate  Deputy  Admin  Genetic  Resources. 
Associale  Deputy  Administrator. 

\  Supoivisoiy  CtMMislr 

Dir  BeNsvWe  Human  NutiNlon  Research  Ctr. 

Research  Programs  Director. 

Director,  North  Atianlic  Area. 

Assoc  Dir,  Norff)  Adandc  Area. 

Res  Leader— Pianl  Physio  4  Photosynthesis  Res. 
Director.  South  ANantic  Area. 

Associate  Dir,  Souffi  ANantic  Area. 

Director,  RusseH  Research  Center. 

SupeMeory  Research  GeneNdsL 
Supenrtsoty  Reseoich  PhysioiogiaL 
Director,  South  AdanNc  Area. 

Dir,  Norfftem  Regional  Research  Center. 

I  Oii^  MUmmiI  AMftv 
)  Mortfeiwn  Rfl^locisi  CtK 

Assoc  Dir,  Midwest  Area. 

SupenNsory  Veterinary  Medtoal  Officer. 
Supenrlsory  Research  ChemisL 


f  n  I 
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Agancy,  organization 


AfaaOflloa 


lalna  Aiaa  OIRco  . — 

PWna  Aiaa  OMca . . 


PWna  Aiaa  ONica 


Nontwraat  Araa  OMca . — ... 

PacMc  Waat  Araa  OMca - 


CoopataUva  Stala  Raaaatctt  Sanrtea  „ 

Eilanalon  Sarvica - 

Sol  ConaanraUon  Sarvloa - 


Foraal  Saivica _ _ .... 


Reaaarch 


Nan  Foiaat  Syatam 


Stala  S  Prtvata  Foraatiy . . 

Bald  UnNa _ _ 


Mamatlonal  Foraat  Syatam 
Economic  Raaaarch  Saivica  ... 


Caiaar  raaarvad  poaWona 


Supatviaory  Raaaarch  Ganatldat  (Ptanta). 

Dk,  Southam  Ragional  Raa  Canlar,  Naw  Odaans. 
Diraclor,  Mid-South  Araa. 

Aaaodata  Diraclor,  Mid-South  Araa. 

Dk,  NatL  Animal  Diaaaao  Cir. 

Diraclor,  Southam  Plaina  Area. 

Dkacior,  ConaarvaUon  &  Production  Raa  Lab. 
Aaaoc  Dk,  Southam  Ptalna  Area. 

Dkacior,  Northam  Plaina  Araa. 

Aaaoclata  Diraclor,  Northam  Plaina  Araa  Ote. 

Dk,  R.L  Hruaka  US  Meal  Animal  Raa  Canlar. 
Suparvlaory  Sol  SdantM. 

Diraclor,  Northwraal  Region. 

Diraclor,  Waatam  Ragional  Raaaarch  Canlar. 
Diraclor,  U.S.  Salnlly  Laboratory. 

Raa  Laadar,  Natural  Producta  ChamMiy  Raa. 

Ok,  Waatam  Human  Nuirtlion  Raaaarch  Canlar. 
Dkacior,  PacWc  Waal  Araa  OMca. 

Okador,  Plant  Sana  Expraaalon  Canlar. 

Aaaodata  Dkacior,  PacWc  Waat  Araa  OMca. 

Ok,  Waatam  Cotton  Raaaarch  Laboratory. 
Suparvlaory  Raaaarch  Plant  PathologlaL 
Supanrlaory  Raaaarch  PlanI  Patholo^ 
Suparvlaory  Sol  SdanUaL 
Suparvlaory  Sol  SdantM. 

Aaaoc  Adminiatralor  tor  Grants  A  Program  Sya. 

Deputy  Admin  ManagamanL 

Diraclor,  Enginaaring  DMaioa 

Dk,  Ecological  Sdancaa  and  Technology  DMsI. 

Dap  Chi  lor  Adminiatralioa 

Ok,  Conav  Planning  and  App. 

Diraclor,  Watarahad  Projacia  Olvisloa 
Dk,  Basin  &  Area  Planning  (Sd  Consarv). 

Aaaoc  Dap  Chlat  for  AdminMiatlon. 

Dk,  Sola  (Sol  SdantM). 

Dk,  Land  Traatmaik  PrograriL 

Dk,  Informalion  Raa  Mariagamant  DMaioa 

Ok,  South  National  Technical  Canlar. 

Aaaodata  Deputy  Chief  for  Technology  Sd  Tac. 
Dap  Chf  for  Administiatioa 
Aaaodala  Deputy  Chiat-Admintatrattoa 
Ok  Foraat  Past  Mgml  Staff. 

Ok  Racal  and  Accounting  ManagamanL 
Aaaodala  Deputy  Chief  tor  Administrator. 

Okador,  Fire  and  Aviation  Staff. 

Dkacior,  Timber  Mgml  Research  Staff. 

Ok  Insad  and  Disaasa  Raaaarch  Stall. 

Ok  Foraat  Envkonmanl  Raaaarch  Stall 
Okador,  Foraat  Raaourca  Eoonomica  Stall. 

Ok  Foraat  Prod  A  Harvesting  A  Raaaarch  Staff. 
Ok,  Foraat  Fka  A  Atmoa  Sdancaa  Raa  Staff. 

Ok,  Range  Managamanl  Staff. 

Ok,  Racraatlon,  Mgml  Staff. 

Dk  Tknbar  Mariagamant  Staff. 

Okador,  Enginaaring  Staff. 

Okador,  Lands  Stall. 

Dk  Land  Managamanl  Planning  Staff. 

Ok,  WHdWa  A  Fishariaa  Mgml  Staff. 

Ok,  Mktarals  A  Gadogy  Staff. 

Okador,  Watarahad  A  Ak  Managamanl  Staff. 

Ok  Ecological  Managamanl 
IPA  AssignmanL 

Ok  of  Araa  Planning  A  Dav  Staff. 

Dk  Cooparallva  Foraetry. 

NE  Area  Dk,  State  A  Prlvale  Forestry,  U  Oarb. 
Dk  kkarmounlain  Forest  A  Range  Exp  Stal  Ogd. 
Ok  N  Eastern  Foraat  Exparknant  Statloa 
Ok,  North  Central  Forest  Exp  Station. 

Ok,  PacWc  NW  Forest  A  Range  Exp  Statloa 
Ok.  PacWc  SW  For  A  Range  Expar  Sta. 

Okador  Rocky  Ml  Forest  A  Range  Expar  Stat. 
Ok  S  Eastern  Forest  Exparknant  Statloa 
Ok,  S.  Forest  Exparknant  Statloa  Naw  Ortaan. 
Diredor,  Foraat  Products  Laboratory. 

Dap  Ok  Forest  Products  Lab. 

Deputy  Ragional  Forastar. 

Asaodata  Deputy  Chial. 

Admr,  Economic  Research  Sanrica. 

Assodala  AdminMralor-Economic  Rsch  Svc. 
Dkacior  Agricultura  A  Trade  Analyais  Div. 
Okador  Commodity  Economics  DMsioa 
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Positions  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  organization 


Economics  Management  Stall . . 

National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service 


Work!  Agricultural  Outlook  Board  .... 

Olfice  ol  Energy . . 

Board  lor  IrSerrtatlonal  Broadcasting: 
Board  of  International  Broadcasting 
Board  Stan  . 


Department  ol  Commerce: 

Onice  of  TectwKilogy . 

Onice  ol  the  General  Counsel . 

Ole  of  Asst  Secy  lor  Administration . . 

Director  lor  Management  and  Inlormation . 

Director  for  Procurement  &  Administrative  Services 


Office  of  Human  Resources  Management . 

Director  for  Planning  Budget  and  Evaluation . 
Ofc  of  the  Under  S^  for  Ecortomic  Affairs .. 

Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis . . . 


Bureau  of  the  Census 


Demographic  Programs 


Decennial  Census 


Statistical  Design  Methodology  and  Standards 


Field  Operations . 

Economic  Programs - - 


Career  rasarved  positions 


DIraclor  Raaouicaa  A  Technology  Division. 
Director  Agdeukure  A  Rural  Eoon  Division. 

Dep  Admin  For  Into  Res  A  Mgl  Oper. 

Director,  Economics  Management  Stall. 

Admr,  National  AgrlcuNural  Statistics  Serv. 
Deputy  Administrator  for  Operations. 

Dir  Esdmeise  Div. 

Dir,  Research  and  Appkcatlons  Division. 

Dir,  State  StstMical  Divisioa 
Deputy  Adminietrator  tor  Programs. 

Dir,  System  A  Intormatlon  Divisioa 

Director,  Survey  Management  Division. 

Chairperaoa 

Dep  Chaitpereoa 

Director,  Offica  of  Energy. 

Inspector  General 
Exec  Director. 

Dir  tor  Reeeaich  A  Engineering. 

Dep  Exec  DIractor/Director  of  Program  Review. 
Gerterai  Counsel 

Director  of  Ftoandai  A  Congressional  Affairs. 
Executive  Director. 

Asst  General  Couneel  tor  Finance  A  litigation. 
Director,  Office  of  Intelligence  Liaison. 

Dir  tor  Federal  Asst  A  Management  Support. 
Dir  for  Financial  Managerrwnl 
Dir  for  Information  Resources  Management. 
Director  tor  Procurement  A  Admin  Senrices. 
Dep  Dir  tor  Procurement  A  Admin  Services., 
Director,  Olfice  of  Security. 

Deputy  Director  for  Procuremerrl 
Director  lor  Human  Resources  Management. 
Deputy  Director  of  Personnel 
Director,  Office  of  Budget. 

Dep  Asst  Secy  tor  Statistical  Affairs. 

Dir  Olfice  of  Business  Analysis. 

Director. 

Dep  Dir,  Bur  of  Economic  Analysis. 

Asm  Dir  tor  Natl  Ecorwmic  Accounts. 

Assoc  OIr  tor  Regional  Ecoitomics. 

Assoc  Dir  tor  kitemattortal  Economics. 

Chief  Economist. 

Chf  Statistician. 

Asst  to  the  Director  tor  Econometrics. 

CM,  Natl  Income  A  Wealth  Div. 

Chief,  Business  Outlook  Div. 

Chief  International  Investment  Division. 

Dep  Dir. 

Asst  Director  for  Adp. 

Prog  Mgr,  Computer-Assisted  Survey  Into  CoA 
Chief,  Technical  Services  Division. 

Assoc  Dir  tor  Management  Services. 

Chief,  Personnel  Division. 

Chief  Adtnin  A  Pubiktotiorw  Services  Divisioa 
Senior  Program  AnalysL 
Asst  Dir  tor  Adnrinisttatioa 
Associate  Director  tor  Administratioa 
Chief  Data  User  Services  Division. 

Chief,  Computer  Services  Divisioa 
Associate  Director  tor  Demographic  Fleids. 
CM,  Population  Div. 

Chief  Demographic  Sunreys  Divisioa 
CM,  Housing  A  Household  Eoon  Statistics  DM. 
Chief,  Statistical  Methods  Divisioa 
Chief  toll  Statistical  Programs  Center. 
Assodaie  Director  for  the  Decennial  Census. 
Asst  Dir  for  PuMcity  and  Outreach. 

CM,  Geography  DM. 

Chief  Decenniai  Management  DMisioa 
Chief,  Decennial  Stadsticai  Studtos  DM. 

Assoc  Dir  for  Statistical  Standards  A  Methodo. 
Chief,  Year  2000  Res  A  Dev  Staff. 

Chief  Stadsticai  Research  DMisioa 
Senior  Program  AnalysL 
Assoc  Dir  tor  Field  Operations. 

Chief,  Field  Divisioa 
Chief,  Data  Preparation  DMisioa 
Associate  Director  tor  Economic  Programs. 
AssistaM  Director  tor  Ecorwmic  Programs. 
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Positions  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calbmmr  Year  t902--Contifwed 


Agency,  wganizadon 


Career  leeeived  poeWone 


IrwUmte  lor  Telecowmunlcitlons  Sdencee . 


Economic  Devetopmeni  AdmMetraOon 
Ole  of  the  Inepedor  General . . 


Ole  ol  tfie  Under  Sec  tor  EigxMt  Admintetration 

Oic  ol  Aset  Secy  lor  Trade  Development . 

Ole  ol  Oep  Aset  Secy  lor  Compliance . 


Ole  ol  Dep  Aeet  Secy  lor  Invesligationa _ 

National  OcearSc  and  Atmoephertc  Administration  . 
Systems  Program  Office . . . 


Office  ol  Administratton . . . 


National  Marlrw  FIstterlae  Service 

Fisheries  Reaource  Management  . 
Fisheries  Centers . 


Deputy  Asst  Admr  lor  SateMes _ 


Office  ol  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Research  .... 
Office  ol  Oceanic  RwMarch  Programs . . 

Environmental  Research  Laboratories . 


Atlarrtlc  Oceorv>graphlc  and  Meterological  Labs 


Wave  Propagation  Lab  . . . . 

Aeronomy  Lab . . . . . 

Geophysical  Fluid  Dynamics  Laboratories _ _ 


Great  Lakes  Environmental  Resaarch  Lab 

National  Severe  Storms  Laboratory _ 

Ak  Resources  Laboratory _ _ 

Pacillc  Marine  Envkonmenlal  Lab . 

NMional  Ocean  Services  . . . . . 


Ocean  Resources  Consenratlon  and  Assessment 


Charting  and  Geodetic  Services 
National  Weather  Service . 


ChM,  Agricullure  DIv. 

CM,  Businees  DIv. 

CM,  Constructen  Statistics  ON. 

Chlel  Economic  ^)aneus  A  Sunreys  DIvlelon. 

CM,  Foreign  Trade  DIv. 

CM,  Government  DIv. 

CM,  Industry  DIv. 

CMaf,  Economic  StatMcal  Methods  Division. 

Chief,  Economic  Programming  DMsIon. 

Asaoc  Admr  tor  Talecommunicallons  Science. 
Deputy  Dir  lor  Systems  A  Networks. 

Deputy  OkBctor  for  Speebum. 

Dep  Director  ' lor  Program  Operations. 

Assistant  Inspector  General  lor  Auditing. 

Aset  krapector  General  for  Invsetigatlons. 

Asst  krsp.  Gen  lor  CompI  A  AudH  Resolution. 

Deputy  Aaslalant  tnepector  Gen  for  AudWng. 

Asst  Inap  Gen  for  Pbig.  Eval  A  fnapectione. 

Counsel  to  ttie  kiapector  General. 

Dap  Asst  Insp  Gan  for  kisp  A  Res. 

Dkactor  of  Administration. 

Director  Office  of  Consumer  Goods. 

Ok,  Office  of  Agreements  Compliance. 

Lm,  unco  Ol  AnraumpinQ  uompnanco. 

Dk,  Office  of  Antidumping  Investigations. 

Ok.  Office  of  CountenraHIng  Investigations. 

Ok  for  High  Performance  Computkrg  Commun. 

Dk,  NOAA  Coastal  Ocewi  Program  Office. 

Director,  Systems  Engineeting  Staff. 

ASOS  Program  Marai^. 

Nexrad  Program  Manager. 

GOES  Program  Manager. 

Chf/A<Ml  krteracUve  Processkrg  SysterrV  1990‘s 
Fleet  ktodennizatlon  Progra^n  ffanager. 

Ok  for  Information  Systems  A  FirrarKS. 

Dtrecterfor  Personnel  A  Ctvtl  Rights. 

Dk  for  ProcutemeM.  Grants  A  Adm  Servioes. 

Senior  Scientist  for  Fisheries. 

Dk.  Ole  of  nasearch  A€rwkonmental  Info. 

Director,  Office  of  Enforcement 
Sdanoe  A  Reseamh  Dk  Northeast  Region. 

Sdonoe  A  Research  Ok. 

Science  A  Research  Ok  Southwest  Region. 

Sdenca  A  Research  Ok. 

Science  and  Research  Director. 

Ok,  Natl  Oceanographic  Data  Center. 

Director,  Natiorral  Climatic  Data  Certter. 

Ok.  National  Geophysical  Data  Center. 

POES  Program  Mariager. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Sys  Devotopmont. 

Director,  Forecast  Systems  Laboratory. 

Oep  Dk,  Ofc  of  Oceanic  Research  Programs. 
Program  Director  for  Weather  Research. 

Dep  Dk,  Environmental  Resaarch  Laboratories. 
Associale  Dkeclor  for  Science  A  Data. 

Ok,  dkrtate  MorrNorlng  A  Diagnostics  Lab. 

Dk,  Atlantic  Ocearvigraphic  A  Meteorological. 

Depy  Ok,  Atlanlic  Ocaaoographic  A  Meteorologl. 
Dk,  Space  Environment  Laboratory. 

Director. 

Director,  Aeronomy  Laboratory. 

Dkeclor. 

Supervisory  Rsch  MeterologisL 
Supervisory  Rsch  MeterologisL 
Supenrisory  Rsch  Meterologist 
Ok,  Great  Lakes  Environmental  Research  Lab. 

Dk,  Natl  Severs  Storms  Lab. 

Director,  Ak  Resources  Laboratory. 

Dk,  Pacffic  Marine  Environmental  Lab. 

CM,  Marine  Analysis  A  Interpretation  DN. 

Ok.  Office  of  Ocean  A  Earth  Sciences. 

Senior  Scientist  for  Ocean  Senrices. 

CMef,  Ocean  Observation  Division. 

Chief,  Ocean  A  Lake  Levels  Divisloa 

CM.  Strategic  Erwkonmental  Assessments  DN. 

CM,  Hazardous  Materials  R  A  A  Division. 

UniOf  uOSQ  MOnROflOQ  INOOnOdS  WBWWWSnO  DW. 

CM,  Physical  Oceanography  Division. 

CMef,  Geosciences  Laboratory. 

Asaoc  Ok,  Ofc  of  Aerertautical  Charting  A  Cail 
Dkeclor,  NOAA  Data  Buoy  Office. 
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Positions  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  otganization 


Olflce  ol  Meteorology . 

Office  ol  Hydrology  . 

Office  of  Systems  Operations - - 

Office  of  Systems  Development . 

Natlortal  Meteorological  Ctr. . 


Regional  Offices  &  Centers 


Natlonat  Institute  of  Standards  and  Techrtology 


Office  of  Associate  Director 


Advanced  Tecftnology  Program . . 

Technology  Services . . 

Office  ol  Technology  Commercialization . 

Office  of  Measuremem  Services . 

Office  of  Standards  Services . 

Electronics  and  Electrical  Engineering  Laboratory 


Electricity  Division . 

Electrornagnetic  Technology  Division  .. 
Semiconductor  Electronics  Division . 

Manufacturing  Engineering  Laboratory 


Precision  Engineering  Division  . . 

Robot  Systems  Division . 

Factory  Automation  Systems  Division 
Physics  Laboratory . 


Ionizing  Raffiatlon  Division . — 

Fundarrrental  Constants  Data  Center 

Molecular  Physics  Division . . 

Quarrtum  Metrology  Division . 

Atomic  Physics  Division . 

Time  and  Frequency  Division  — . 

Quantum  Physics  Division . 


Electron  and  Optical  Physics . 

Chen^  Sderwe  and  Technology  Laboratory . . 


Career  reserved  positions 


Chief,  Managetrtem  and  Budget  Staff. 

Chief,  Intsmatlonal  Affairs  Division. 

Chf,  Ofc  of  tha  Fed  Cootdkralor  tor  Meteorolg. 
Deputy  AssManl  Administrator  tor  Operations. 

Dir.  NEXRAD  Operational  Support  Facility. 

OIr  of  SdenlMc  &  Academic  Affairs. 

Transitton  Dir,  Transition  Prog  Ofc 
Dir,  Office  of  Meterotogy. 

Chief  Operattons  Dtvistoa 

Chf,  Pn^  Requirsntents  ft  Ping  Division. 

Director,  Office  of  Hydrology. 

Chief,  Hydrologic  Services  Division. 

Chief,  Hydrologic  Research  Laboratory. 

Chief,  Engtoeeting  Division. 

Chlof,  SyMems  Operations  Center. 

Chief,  Systems  Integration  Division. 

Dir,  Office  of  Systems  Operations. 

Director,  Office  of  Systems  Development 
Chief,  Integrated  S^mlerrts  Laboratory. 

Chiot,  Techniques  Devsl  Lstooratory. 

Chief,  Advanced  Drval  ft  Demonstration  Lab. 

Dep  Dir,  Office  of  Systems  Development. 

Director  Natiortal  Meteorological  Center. 

Deputy  Director. 

Director,  CHmata  Airaiysis  Center. 

Chief,  Automation  DIvisioa 
Chief,  Deveiopment  DIv. 

Chf,  Meteorological  Operations  Division. 

Dir,  Nad  Severe  Storms  Forecast  Center. 

Director  Nad  Hurricane  Center. 

Dir  Southern  Region,  Ft  Worth. 

Dir,  Sail  Lalie  City  Regiort. 

Dir,  Alasite  Region.  Arwhorage. 

Dir  Eastern  Region  NWS. 

Director  Central  Regioa 
Director  tor  Quality  Programs. 

Dep  Dir,  Ofc  of  QuaWy  Programs. 

Assoc  Dir  tor  Tech  ft  Business  Assessment. 
Director  tor  Intomattonal  ft  Academic  Affairs. 
Deputy  Director  tor  Intemationai  Affairs. 

Deputy  Director  tor  Academic  Affairs. 

Dep  Director,  Advanced  Technology  Program. 
Director.  Advanced  Technology  Program. 

Deputy  DIraclor.  Techrtology  Senrices. 

Ok.  Ofc  of  Technol  Evakiatton  ft  Assessment. 

Ok,  Office  of  Technology  Commercializatloa 
Chf,  Phy  Meas  S/P  Ofc  of  Measurement  Services. 
Director,  Office  of  Measurement  Services. 

Dk,  Office  of  Standards  Services. 

Dk,  Electronics  ft  Electrtcai  Eng  Laboratory. 
Deputy  Director. 

Ok,  Office  of  Micioeiecttonics  Programs. 

Chief.  Electricity  DIvieioa 
Chf-Electiomagitetic  Technology  Division. 

Chief  Semiconductor  Electronics  DMsiorL 

Senior  Research  SciendsL 

Dk,  Manufacturing  Engineering  Laboratory. 

Chief,  Automated  Production,  Technology  DN. 
Manager  tor  Industrial  Retadorts. 

Program  Manager  Automated  Manutaclurtng  Res. 
Dep  Dk,  ManutaKtortng  Engineering  Laboratory. 
Chief,  Precision  Engtoeeting  Division. 

Chief,  Robot  Systems  DIvisioa 

Chief,  Factory  Automation  Systems  Division. 

.  Director,  Physics  Laboratory. 

Phvsidst  (Nuclear). 

Coordinator  of  Radiation  Measurement  Services. 
Coordinator  of  Program  Development. 

Deputy  Director,  Physics  Laboratory. 

Chief  Ionizing  Radiation  DIvisioa 
Mgr,  Fundamental  Cortstants  Data  Center. 

Chi^  Molecuiar  Physics  Dte. 

Chief,  Quantum  Metrology  Division. 

Chief.  Atomic  Physics  DIvisioa 
Chief,  Time  and  Frequency  Division. 

Senior  SciendsL 

Senior  Sctendst  ft  Fellow  of  JILA. 

Senior  Scientist  ft  Fedow  of  JILA. 

.  Group  Leader  tor  FAR  UNravioiet  Physica. 

.  Dk,  Chemical  Sd  ft  Technology  Laboratory. 
Deputy  Diteclor  for  Programs. 
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Fadenl  Ksgiiter  /  Vel.  58.  Mo.  41  /  Hiunday,  March  4.  1003  J  Motices 


Poanxws  Thmt  were  Career  R^erveo  During  Calendar  Year  t082-'O)ntintiad 


otganizalion 

Inorganic  Analyltcal  neaoarah  OMaion . . 

Organic  Analytical  Raaoarch  OMaion - 

Suitaca  and  Mteroanalyaia  Scianca  Ohriaion  ....... _ 

Procaaa  Meaauramanla  OMaion .  . 

BMactmotogy  OMaion . . . . . 

Thennopliyaica  OMaion  . — . . 

Matertala  Sdanca  and  Enginaering  Labocatoiy  ............ 


Materiaia  RatabWty  OMaion  . . . . . . . 

Omca  ol  IntoMgonl  Procaaaing  of  MatarMa _ 

Cetmica  OMaion  . . . . 

Polymara  OMaion . . . . 

Matailuigy  OMaion . . . . . . 

Raaclor  Rartatlon  OMaion . . . . . . 


Computar  Syatama  Labocatoiy 


BuHdtog  and  Rra  Raaaaicb  Labocatoiy  . . 


BuHdtog  ErMronmant  OMaion  . . . 

Buldtog  Matartaia  OMaion . . 

Hra  Si^anca  and  Enginaaiing  OMaion _ _ 

nra  Maasuremanl  and  Raaaatch  OMaion _ 

Computing  and  AppHad  Matbamaiiaa  LabocMoiy  .. 


Statistical  Enginaaring  OMaion  . . 

Patani  and  Tiadamaik  Adminiatcaiton _ 


Cacaar  caaarvad  poaitlone 

.  Chiat,  Inoiganic  Analytical  Raaaarch  OMaion. 

.  ChM,  Organic  Analyticai  Rasaarcb  OMaion. 

.  CM.  Surface  A  Microanalysis  Scianca  OMaion. 

Group  Laadar,  Surface  Spec.  A  TMn  Fibns. 

.  CNaf,  Process  Maaauraments  OMaion. 

.  CMal,  Biotachnoiogy  OMaion. 

. . .  CMaf,  Tbannopbysica  OMaion. 

.  Oir,  Matartaia  Sci  A  Eng  Labocatoiy. 

Sanior  ScientM. 

ScieniMc  Assistant  to  toe  OIractor,  IMSE. 

Oap  Oir,  Matartaia  Sd  A  Eng  Lab. 

CMal,  FHm  A  Rbar  Tactmology. 

.  CMal,  Matartaia  Raliabliity  ON. 

- - -  CM.  Oic  of  Into*  Procea^  of  Matortala. 

. .  CMaf.  Cacamica  OMsIoa 

.  CMaf,  Potymaia  OMaion. 

.  CM,  MatoNuigy  OMaion. 

Ptiysiciot  (SoNd  Stoto). 

.  CMaf,  Reactor  Radtation  OMaion. 

Group  Laadar  Neutron  Condensed  Matter  Scianca. 
CMaf,  Reactor  Oparationa. 

. «...  CMaf,  Syatama  A  Natwortc  ArcMtacture  OMaion. 

CM.  Advanced  Syatama  OMstoa 
CM.  Info  Syst  Engirwartng  OMsioa 
CM.  Syatama  and  Software  TacMtology  Oivision. 
Associato  OIractor  for  Computer  Security. 
Associate  OIractor  for  Progrton  Implamantation. 
CMaf,  Computar  Security  OMaion. 

.  CMaf.  Structures  OMaion. 

Ok.  Building  A  Fire  Rasaarcb  Laboratory. 

Oap  Ok.  Building  A  Fka  Rasaarcb  Laboiatory. 

Asst  Ok,  BuHding  A  Fka  Rasaarcb  Laboratory. 

. . .  CMaf,  BuUding  Envkonmanl  OMsIon. 

- -  CM,  Building  Matartais  ON. 

. - .  CMaf,  Fka  Safety  Engkiaartng  ONislon. 

_  CMaf.  Fire  Scianoa  OMsioa 

.  Ok.  Computing  A  Applied  Mathematics  Lab. 

Oap  Ok,  Computing  A  AppUad  Mathematics  Lab. 
CMaf,  Computer  Sarvioas  OMsioa 
CMaf,  Sciantific  Computing  Oivision. 

Asst  Ok  for  Managernant  kifomtation  TecbiKriogy. 
Associato  Okactor  for  Computing. 

.  CMaf,  Statistical  Enginaering  OMsion. 

. . .  Asst  Commissionor  for  Finimce  and  Planning. 

Assistant  Commissionar  tor  External  Affairs. 


.  Oap  Asst  Comr  tor  Public  fianrtcaa  A  Adm. 

Ok  Okactorato  tor  InterdiadpI  Program. 

Office  of  Assistani  Commiaatonor  tor  Potonts . . . . . .  Administrator  for  Search  A  Information  Res. 

Chemical  . . . . .  Group  Okactor  110. 

Group  Okactor  ISO. 

Group  Okactor— 130. 

Group  Okactor  ISO. 

Oepi^  Group  Okactor— 1 10. 

Okactor— laa 
.  Deputy  Group  Ok  Isa 
Deputy  Group  Okactor  180. 

Eiactficai . . . . . . . . . . .  Gfl^Oirwtortor.260. 

Group  Okactor  210. 

Group  Okactor  for  220. 

Group  Director— 230. 

Group  Okactor  240. 

Group  Director  2S0. 

Deputy  Group  Okactor— 250. 

.  Deputy  Group  Okactor— 26a 
Deputy  Group  Okactor— 230. 

Mechanical . . .  Group  Okactor— 310. 

Group  Okactor— 320. 

Group  Okactor— 330. 

Group  Okactor— 340. 

Group  Okactor-rSSO. 

OfRca  of  Assistani  CommiaeNner  tor  Tiadomaite . . .  Chairmaa  Tradamarti  Trial  A4i|toaN  BoanL 

DapuN  Asst  Commissionar  tor  Tiaderaaito. 
Okactor,  Traderoaifcfxaminlno  Opamlioa 

Commodity  Futures  Tradkig  CommissioK 

Office  of  the  Ganaial  Counsel . . . . . . .  Deputy  Qenaiai  Counsel  (Qploioos  A  Review). 

Deputy  General  Counsel  (LMgatton). 

Deputy  General  Counsel  (Rag  A  Adn^. 

Office  of  the  ExacuUva  Okactor . . . . . . .  Dap  Exac  Ok. 

.  Ok.  Qfc.in  kitormatioo  Raaourcas.M|mt  ' 

Office  of  Economic  Analysis  . . .  Oap  CM  EcprttmiaL 

CM.  Analysis  Section. 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  58,  No.  41  /  Tliursday,  March  4,  1993  /  Notices 


12387 


PosmoNS  That  Were  Career  Reserved  Durinq  Calewmr  Year  1992— Continued 


Agerwy,  organizatiofi 


Career  reserved  poeitiona 


Division  of  Enforcetneni . 

Division  of  Trading  and  Madrels . 

Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission: 

Ofc  of  Executive  Dir . . 

Office  of  Hazard  Identification  S  Reduction 


Associate  Dfredor  tor  SurveUance. 

Director  of  Economic  Research. 

Deputy  Director  (Western  Operations). 

Deputy  Director  (Eastern  Operations). 

Deputy  Director  (Contract  Markets). 

Chiel  Counsel. 

Asst  Exec  Dir  tor  Compliance  &  EnfotcemenL 
Assoc  Exec  Dir  tor  Adm. 

Assodale  Execullve  Dkr  tor  Field  Operations. 
Asm  Exec  Dir  tor  Hazard  I  &  R. 


Associate  Exec  Dir  tor  Epidemiotogy. 
Associate  Executive  Director  tor  Economics. 


Ofc  Secy  of  Defertse: 

Office  of  the  Secretary . . . . . . 

Ofc  of  Asst  Secy  (Sollc) . . . . ^ . . . . 


Joint  Activities 

Director  Operationat  Test  and  Evaluation . . . . 

Ofc  of  Inspector  General 


Ofc  of  Asst  Secy  of  Dotonee  (Reserve  Affairs) . 

Ofc  Dep  Asst  S^  (Civilian  Personnel  P/E  Opportunity) 


.Ofc  of  Dir  of  DOO  Dependents  Schools  J _ 


Organization  Atx)iished . 

Office  .Assistant  Sec  Health  Affairs . — 

Office  of  Assistant  Secretary,  PubNc  Affairs 

Washington  Headqur^ers  SerMoss  . 


Office  of  the  General  Counsel _ 

Ofc  of  Under  Secy  of  Dei  for  AcquMHon . . . . . 


Asst  to  the  Secy  of  Defense  (Inlel  Oversight). 

Dep  Asst  Secy  of  Defense  (Forces  &  Resources). 
Director  tor  Budget  and  Execution. 

Diieclor  for  Requiremenis  &  Programs. 

Director  DESA. 

Dep  Dir  tor  Resources  &  Administration. 

Defxjty  inspector  General. 

Asst  inspe^  General  for  Investigatiorw.  . 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  Gen  tor  Investigations. 

Dep  Asst  Irrspector  General  for  Inspections. 

/tsst  Inspector  Geni  for  Analysis  &  Followup. 

Asst  Insp  Gen  for  Adm  &  Info  ManagemenL 
AIG  for  Departmental  Inquiries. 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  tor  Adm  &  Into  MgmL 
Dir,  Audit  Planning  &  Technical  Support 
Dep  Asst  Insp  Gen  tor  Audtt,  Pol  &  Oversight 
Direclor,  Acquisition  Management 
Director,  Logistics  and  Support. 

Director,  Contract  Managernent. 

Dir,  Readiness  &  Operationai  Support 
Dfractor,  FInanctal  Marragement. 

Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Audit  Pol  &  OveralghL 
Deputy  Asst  tospector  General  for  AudWng. 

Asst  IG  for  Inepectiorw. 

Asst  Inepector  General  for  AudWng. 

OIr  for  Inveetigative  Opeations. 

Dir  Inspections  Directorate. 

Oksctor  tor  Crinrinal  Policy  &  Oversight 
Principal  Director  (Manpo^r  and  Personnel). 

Dep  Dir,  Compensation  ft  Overseas  Empty  Policy. 
Director,  Personnel  Management. 

Prin  Dir  (Civilian  Pars  Poi/Equal  Opp). 

Dir,  Personnel  klanagemenl. 

Dir^or,  Staffing  ft  Career  Management 
Dir,  PacWc  Region  DODOS. 

Oiraclor.  Gerrri^  Regloa 
Dep  Dir,  Dep  of  Deferrse  Dependents  School 
Assoc  Dir  tor  Financial,  Logistt,  ft  Into  Mgmt 
Asst  Dir  for  Syst  Engtoeering  ft  Intsgratlon. 

Dir,  Oeferrse  Medical  Systerra  Support  Center. 
Dir,  Freedom  of  Information  ft  Se^rity  Review. 
Dep  Dir,  Armed  Forces  Radio  ft  Television  Serv. 
Director  of  Persorvwl  arxf  Securffy. 

Dep  OIr,  Real  Estate  ft  FacUWee. 

Dep  Ok,  Persormei  arrd  Security. 

Deputy  General  Counsel  (IG). 

Dep  Ok  Misele  ft  Space  Systems. 

Deputy  Ok  Ak  Systems. 

Okector  tor  Defense  Procurement 
Sr  Staff  Specialist  for  S  ft  A  Systems. 

Dep  Dir  Maritime  Systems. 

Sr  Staff  Spec  for  Tech  ft  Analysis. 

Deputy  Dtr,  Cost  Pricing  ft  Finance. 

Sr  Staff  Spec  tor  Ak  Weapons  Del  Supp  Sys. 

Sr  Staff  Spec  tor  Oourrd  Ak  Defense  Systems. 

Sr  Staff  Spec  Close  Ak  Sup  ft  Ak  Int  Sys. 

Sr  Staff  S^  for  Andsubmarine  ft  Mkie  Sys. 

Sr  Staff  S^  for  Ship  Systems. 

Sr  Staff  Spec  for  Ball  Missile  Del  Sys. 

Dep  Dir  Munillons. 

Sr  Staff  Spec  for  Ak  MobiWy. 

Sr  Staff  Special  tor  Ak  Superiority  Systems. 

Dep  Dk,  Contract  Pol  ft  Administration. 

Deputy  Ok,  Test  FacdWes  ft  Resources. 

Dep  Dk,  Larto  Systems. 

Dep  Ok,  Deep  Strike  Systems. 

Deputy  Dk,  Line  Fke  TesL 
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POSITIONS  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  otganizalion 


Ote  ol  Ihe  Dir,  Delenee  Research  &  Engineering 
Ote  of  DO  (Research  and  Advanced  Tech) - 


Ole  of  DO  (Tacttctf  Warfare  Progs) _ 

OMce  of  DO  (Plane  S  Resources)  . . . 

Ote  Dep  Aaat  Secy  (InetaMatlone) . . — ........ 

Ote  Dep  Aast  Secy  (Production  resources) _ 


Ote  Dap  Aset  Secy  (Procurement) - 

Ote  Dep  Aast  Secy  (EnvironmenQ - 

Ote  Dep  Aast  Secy  (Systems)  . . . . 

Organization  AtMlshed . . . . . . . 

Director,  Strategic  A  Ttieater  Nuclear  Forces . . . 

Director,  Theater  A  Tactic^  C3 _ _ _ 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  OmeMgence) . 


Senior  Advisor  lor  Human  Intellgence  Systems 


Senior  Advisor,  Signal  Inlellgence  Systems 


Organization  Abolshed  . . . . . . . . . . . . 

De^  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Detanse-Wide  C3) _ 

Director,  Infonnation  Systeme  . . . . . . . 

DIrsetor,  C3  Mobilization  Sytoems  . . . . . . . . 

C3t,  (Defense  toforrrratlon) _ _ _ _ _ 

DASD  (Counterintelligence  A  Security  Countermeasures) _ _ _ _ 

Ote  ol  Asst  Secy  (Principal  Deputy  for  Inlaillgence) _ _ _ 

Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency _ _ _ 


Compudng  Systems  Technology  Office 


Career  reserved  poeWone 


ADUSO  (Asia/Mid  EasVS.  Hemisphers  Affairs). 

Deputy  Dir  Program  Assessment 

Dap  Dir,  Def  S^  Procurement  Strategies. 

Dep  Dir,  Program  A  Budget  Integration. 

Dep  Dir,  Electronic  Combat  Systems. 

DoO  Contractor  Adv  A  Assistance  Sarv  Director. 

Asst  Dep  Under  Secy  of  Def  (Ptnng  A  EvaO. 

Dap  Dir,  Foreign  Contractor. 

Sr  Staff  Spec  for  Submarine  A  Sutvell  Sys. 

Dep  Dir  lor  AcquMlion  RAC  Simplification. 

Staff  Spec  for  Spec  Tech  Program. 

Dep  DirWSA/SpecialT  A  E  Programs.  . 

Dep  Dir  Strategy  Arms  Control  A  Compliance. 

Dep  Dir,  Aeronauticai  Systeme. 

Special  Aset  Concepts  A  Plans. 

Deputy  Director  Defensive  Systems. 

Executive  Director,  Defense  Science  Board. 

Director,  Engineering  Technology. 

Staff  Specialist  for  Vehicle  Propulsion. 

Staff  Specialist  for  Materials  A  Structures. 

Staff  SpedaHst  for  Weapons. 

Dir,  Environmental  A  Life  Sdances. 

Staff  Spac/MobiMy,  Logistics  A  Adv  Concepts. 

Dir,  Research  A  Laboratory  Management 
Spec  Asst  for  MCTL  A  Long-Range  PInng  Matters. 
Staff  Spec  for  Electronic  W/C,  Ctrl  A  Cornms. 

Staff  Specialist  for  Electronic  S/D. 

Dir,  Balanced  Technology  Initiative. 

/Assistant  Deputy  Director  (TWP). 

Director,  Ptara  Managerrrent 
Deputy  Director  (Plane  A  Resources). 

Dir,  Base  Closure  and  UtHizatloa 

Dir,  Standardization  A  Acquisition  Support 

Dir,  Computer  Aided  Logistics  Support  Office. 

Dir,  Industrial  Producliviiy  A  Quality. 

Dir,  Def  Acquisition  Reg  Sys  A  CoundL 
Principai  Dir  (Environmental  Restoration). 

Dir,  Acquisition  Logistics  A  Production  Supp. 

Asst  Dir  tor  Elec  Combat  C3  Countermeasures. 

Dir,  Strategic  A  Theater  Nudear  Forces  Ca 
Stall  Asst  S/C,  Control  A  Communications. 

Dk,  Theater  A  Tactical  Common  Corrwnand  A  Contr. 
Dep  Dir  T  A  T  Communications  Command  Contrd. 
Ok,  PoNcy  A  Planning. 

Dk,  Raqukemants  A  /tssessmenls. 

Senior  /Ldvisor  for  Measurement  A  Signature. 

Senior  /kdvisor  tor  Imaging  kiteillgerwe. 

Director,  Inlelligence  Issues. 

Okector,  Inlelligence  Policy. 

Director,  National  kiteiligence  Systems. 

Dep  Ok,  National  kaeliigence  Systeme. 

Senior  Advisor  tor  Humm  Intelligence. 

Okector,  Tactical  krlelligance  Systems. 

Dep  Dk,  Tacticai  kaeliigence  Systems. 

Senior /kdvisor.  Signal  kaeMgerica. 

Dk,  kaaNIgence  Resources  A  Training. 

Dk,  Comm  Electronics  Technology. 

Director,  Telecommunicalione. 

Director,  C3  Mobilization  Systems. 

Asst  Dep  Ok  (Information  Technology). 

Director,  Counter  Intelligence. 

Ok,  Special  Technology  Support 
Director,  /LSTO. 

Assistant  Director,  Smart  Weapons. 

Deputy  Director,  ASTO. 

Deputy  Director,  Management 
Spedai  Assistant  tor  Special  Operations. 

Assistsra  Okector,  Urxlersea  Systerrrs. 

Deputy  Director. 

Ok,  Electronic  Systems  Technology  Office. 
Southoom  Science  A  Technology  /tdvisor. 

Ok,  Land  Systems  Office. 

Director,  Spedai  Projects. 

Ok,  Microeiedronics  Technology. 

Dep  Dk,  Micro  Eledrorrics  Tedinology. 

Ok,  Undersea  Warfare  Office. 

Chief,  /Sdvanced  Technology. 

Executive  Director,  Marxif^urfog. 

/Ust  Dk,  Sensors  A  Processing. 

Executive  Okector  (Software). 

Ok,  Computing  Systems  Technology  Office. 
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PosmoNS  That  Were  Career  Resbwed  Durmq  Calb4Dar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  (xganizatlon 


Defense  Sciences  Office  _ _ 


Defense  ManofacturlnQ  Office _ 

Contracts  Management  Office _ _ 

Nuclear  MonKoilno  OMIce  . . . . 

Office  of  the  Joint  Chieft  of  Stall _ T" 

Strategic  Defenee  Mtiatlve  OrgMtoOon _ 


Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 


Reglorral  Managers 


Deferrse  Logisilcs  Agency 


Directorate  lor  Contract  Mwegamenl _ _ 

Dtrectorate  of  QuaMy  Assurance _ 

Ofc  of  Statt  Dk-Smail  ft  Disadvantaged  Busineea  Urffii 
Office  of  CMfian  Persormal _ 

Directorate  of  Contracttng _ _ _ _ 


Directorate  of  Tech  ft  Loglsdce  Services _ 

Defense  Peraonnei  Support  Center  . . . 

Defense  Training  ft  Performanoe  Data  Center 

Defense  Contact  Management _ 

Office  of  the  Director _ _ 


Ofc  of  Assoc  Dir  for  Eng,  Teohnoi  ft  Corporate  Planning 


Special  Programs  Organization _ 

National  Communications  SyMem . 


Cerwer  for  Command  Control  ft  Communicalione  fC3)  %s  , 


Defense  Communications  System  Organization 


Defense  Communioations  Engineering  Cantor 
Defense  Commercial  CommufficailorK  Office 

Center  for  Agency  Senrices _ 

Joint  Data  Systems  Support  Center _ 


Joini  Tactical  Contmartd,  Control  ft  Comnwnlcatlons  Agerrcy 


Information  Management  Ceraar 


ComptroSer  Diraclorato 


_ Clear  reserved  positions 

■  Oir,  Datonae  Sctoncaa  OMca. 

Asstitont  DIractof  lor  Material  Sciances. 

Dap  dr,  Defense  Manufacturing  Office. 

ExacuPva  Director. 

Dir.  Contracts  Manegamant  Office. 

Dir.  Nuctoar  MonHortng  Research  Ofc. 

.  Dep  Dir  lor  Technical  Opaitoiorw. 

AsatotarS  Dtrsclor  for  Intorceplora. 

Asst  Dir  tor  Sensors  Demonstrations. 

AssMam  Director  for  Sensor  Technology. 

Asst  Dir  for  Iraarcaptora  ft  Communications. 

Chief,  Program  Control. 

Ditecloi.  Mormatlon  Systems. 

DapiAy  for  Program  Operations. 

Direclor,  DCAA. 

Deputy  Director,  DCAA. 

Assistant  Directot.  Operations. 

Asst  Dir,  Policy  ft  Plans. 

Director,  Field  DetachmenL 
Regional  Director,  Eastern. 

Regional  Director,  Northeastera 
Regional  Director.  Central. 

Regionel  Director,  Western. 

Regional  Director,  Mid-Atiantic. 

Dep  Regional  Direclor,  Eastern  Regloa 
Deputy  Regional  Director,  Northeastom  Regioa 
Deputy  Regional  Dir,  Central  Regloa 
Deputy  Regional  Director,  Westera 
Dep  Reg  Dir.  MkFAttanlic  Regioa 
Special  Asst  for  Megrity  In  Contracting. 

Dir,  Defense  Manpower  Data  Center. 

Chief  Actuary. 

Executive  Directive,  Contract  ManegemenL 
Chf,  Plans,  Policies  ft  Systems  DMsioa 
Dep  Exec  Dir,  Quality  Assurance. 

Staff  Dir,  Smal  ft  Dlsadv  Busin  UHttzaUoa 
Staff  Diraclor,  Civilian  Personnel. 

Deputy  Staff  Director,  Civilian  PersormeL 
Executtve  Director,  Contracttog. 

Chief,  Contracts  Division. 

Chf,  Property  Disoosal  DIv. 

Exec  Dir,  AcquisMon  Mgml  Plan  ft  Support 
Dir  Defense  Training  and  Performance  Data  Ctr. 
Deputy  DCMC. 

Direclor,  DITSO. 

Deputy  Director,  DITSO. 

Assoc  Dir  for  Ena  Technology  ft  Corp  Pina 
Chiel  information  Officer. 

Dep  Dir  tor  Operalione.^ 

Dep  Dir  for  Systems. 

Spec  Asst  to  the  Dir,  Spec  Ptog  Oiganizatioa 
Deptay  Manager,  Nad  Communications  SyMems. 
Asst  Mgr,  NCS.  Technology  A  Standards. 

Asst  Mgr.  NCS.  Plans  ft  Opemdons. 

Dep  Dir.  Thaator  Systems. 

Dep  Dir,  Mil  SateWte  Communication  System. 

Dep  Dir  for  Switched  Network  Engineeilna 
S/A  to  the  Dir,  CPSI  for  StoeWte  Com  S^ 

Asst  Dir  for  Prog  Development  ft  Coordtoatlon. 

Spec  AssttoDir,  CtrforCSforlntDIg Arch. 

Dap  Dir,  Strategic  Syetoms  Dtrectorate. 

Assistant  Director  for  Process  ft  Integradon. 

Dir  Military  SatoNila  Communicaltons. 

Dep  Dir,  Defense  Comm  System  Organlzaltoa 
Dep  Dir,  DCS  Telocommunicatlons  Nefwotks. 

Deputy  Director  lor  DCS  Inisgratioa 
Assoc  Deputy  Director,  DCS  Data  Systems. 

Dir,  Def  Communicatlone  Engineering  Center. 

Dir  Defense  Commercial  Communicatiorto  Office. 
Director.  Center  for  Agency  Services. 

Direclor,  Joint  Data  Systems  Support  Center. 

Tech  Dir.,  WWMCCS  ADP  Tech  Support  Dtrectorato. 
Deputy  Director,  NMCS  ADP  Directorate. 

Assoc  Dir  for  Technicai  ft  Management  Support 
Asst  Dir  lor  Washinglon  Operations 
Assistani  Diractor.  JTC3A. 

Dep  Dir,  Architecture  Dtrectorate. 

Deputy  Director  tor  Teadna 

DirrKtor,  Informadon  Management  Center. 

Director.  Technical  Integral  Office. 

Comptfoder. 
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PosmoNS  That  Were  Career  Reserved  Durinq  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agtncy,  dganlzaHon 


DeteoM  Nudaar  Aganq^ . . — 

Olllce  of  the  DIraclor  . . . . . 

Acquisttion  Managemanl  one* . 

Platw,  Pfogranw  A  Raoukwnsnia  DtradomM . - . . . — 

Office  of  the  Director,  AFRRi . . . . . 

Opermiiorto  Dtrectorate . . . — . 

Radiation  Sdencee  Dlrectoiale  . . . . 


Shock  Phyaica  Dkectorala . 

Teat  Dkectoraie - - - 

DMA  Headquartara  . . — 


DMA  Field  AcIMbaa _ 


Defenae  Finance  a  AccounUng  Service _ 

Delenae  Inveatigative  Service  . . . . 


Department  o(  Air  Fdroe: 

Ote  ol  Adminlatrative  AaaMart  to  the  Secretary _ 

Ote  at  Smal  &  DIaadv  Bua  UtHUatlon _ _ _ _ 

Office  ol  the  Inapector  General  . . . . . : _ 

Office  of  ASAF  for  FtoaneW  Management  a  Comptroller _ 

OOAS  Budget . . . . . 


OOAS  Coat  a  Economies . . . . 

Office  of  ASAF  for  Acquisition . . . 


OOAS  Acquisition  . . . . . . . 

OOAS  Communicatlona,  Computers  a  LogMica _ 

OOAS  Research  a  Engineerfng . . . . 

OOAS  Management  Polcy  a  Program  Inlegratlon _ _ _ _ 


Career  reserved  poeWone 


Chief  of  Staff. 

Deputy  DIractor. 

Special  AssiatanI  to  the  Deputy  DIractor. 

Dk,  Acquisition  Management 

Director  for  Plane,  Programs  a  Requirements. 

Scientific  Director,  AFRRI. 

Deputy  Oiractor,  Operations  Dkactorate. 

Chief,  Shuclurai  Dynamica  DIvisloa 
Ok  tor  Radfotion  Scienoea. 

Chief,  Atmospheric  Effects  Division. 

Chief,  Electronic  Effecta  Division. 

Chiel,  Eiectiomagnatic  AppHcatlona  Division. 

Director  tor  Shock  Phyak^ 

Chief,  Weapons  Effecta  Oivlaioa 
Oiractor  for  Test 

Chf,  Nevada  Operations  OFC,  Test  Directorate. 

Oep  Dk  for  Hum  Res-Ok  DMA  OFC  Hum  Res  Mgt. 
Dap  Dk  tor  Aoq  InstaN  a  Logistics. 

Dap  Ok  for  Progs,  Production  a  Operations. 

Oep  Ok  for  Research  a  Engineering. 

Dap  Ok  for  Pins  a  Rqmta-Ok  DMA  OFC  OFPaR 
Asst  Dap  Dk  for  Production. 

Asst  Deputy  Dk  for  Resources. 

Deputy  Director. 

Asst  Dap  Dk  for  Advanced  Sys  Requirements. 

Deputy  Director  for  Plana  a  Requirements. 

Dap  Dk  for  kitl  Prog  Operations. 

Dap  Ok  for  Information  Resources  Management 
Tech  Ok,  DMA  Aero  Center. 

Tech  Dk,  DMA  Hydrographic-Topographic  Center. 
Dap  Ok  tor  Prog,  Prod  a  OperMions  DMA  HTC. 

Oep  Dk.  for  Pn^  Production  and  Operations. 

Chf,  Digital  Products  Department  AC. 

CM,  Digitai  Products  Department  HTC. 

Tech  Ok/Dep  Ok,  Combat  Support  Center. 

Chief,  Sdemific  Data  Dept 
Chief,  Scientific  Data  Department. 

Dk,  DMA  Sys  Ctr  Oep  Dk  for  Res  a  Engineering.  . 
Technical  Okactor,  Reston  Center. 

Oep  Ok  tor  Prog.  Production  and  Operations. 

Oep  Ok  for  Modernization  DevetoprnenL 
Ok,  Technical  Serv  Ctr. 

Chief,  Digital  Products  DspartmenL 
CMal,  Data  Services  DepartntenL 
DepH'sehn  Dir/DMA  Syst  Cntr  Asd  tor  Res  a  Eng. 
Oep  Ok  tor  P/0.  DMA  Syst  Cntr/Add  tor  ROTAE. 
Chief,  Mapping  a  Charting  OepaitmenL 
Chief,  Mapping  a  Chatting  OepartmenL 
CNet.  Reston  OepaitmsnL 
Technicai  Director. 

Ok,  DMA  Hydtogtaphic/Topographic  Center. 

Ok,  DMA  Reston  Center. 

Ok,  DMA  Aerospace  Center. 

Oefxity  Director,  Cleveland  Center. 

Dk,  Defense  Investigative  Senrice. 

Deputy  Okactor  (Immatigations). 

Dep  Dk  (Industrial  Security). 

Deputy  Director  (Resources). 

Dk,  Personnel  Investigatiora  Center. 

Administrative  Assistant  to  the  Secy. 

Dep  Administrative  AaaistanL 

Ok,  Ofe  of  SmaN  a  Disadv  Bus  Utilization. 

Oep  Asst  Inapector  Qen/Spec  Inyestigations. 
Principal  Dep  Asst  Secy  (Financial  Mgmt). 

Deputy  for  Budget 

Director  of  Budget  InvestmenL 

Director  of  Budget  Management  a  Execution. 

Deputy  Director  of  Budget  Operations. 

Assoc  Ok  of  Mgmt  Arartysis. 

Dep  /Ust  Secy  (Cost  a  Economics). 

Ok,  ScierKe  a  Technology. 

Assoc  Dk,  Strategic,  SOF  a  Airlift  Prog. 

Assoc  Ok,  Space  and  SOI  programs. 

Assoc  Dk,  Tactical  Programs. 

Competition  Advocate  Gen  Dk,  CAAS. 

Oep  Asst  Secy  (Acquisition). 

.  Assoc  Oep  Asst  Secy  (Logtetics). 

Assoc  Dep  Asst  Secy  (Transportation). 

.  DAS  (Research  a  Engineering). 

.  Assoc  Dep  /tsst  Secy  Magnt  Pol  a  Prog  kkeragt. 
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Positions  That  were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  organization 


ODAS  Contracting . 

Air  Force  Program  Executive  Office . 

Ole  ol  ASAF  for  Manpower.  Reserve  Affairs.  Install  &  Env 

OOAS  Installations . 

Office  of  ASAF  tor  Space . 

Assistant  Vice  Chlel  of  Staff . . . 

Test  and  Evaluation  . 

Asst  Chief  of  Staff  for  C3  and  Computers . 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Logistics . 


Civil  Engineer . 

Deputy  Chlel  of  Staff,  Personnel 


Assistant  Chief  of  Staff,  Intelligence 
Air  Force  Materiel  Cornmand . 

DCS/Personnel . 

DCS/ContractIng  . . 


DCS/LogIstIcs . . . 

DCS/Engineering  &  Technical  Management 


DCS/FInandal  Mgmt  &  Comptroller . 

DCSAitomm-Computer  Systems . . . . 

DCS/Plans  &  Programs  . . . 

DCS/Sderwe  &  Techrwiogy . 

Space  and  Missile  Systems  Center . . 

Phillips  Latwratory . 

Geophysics  Directorate . 

Astronautics  Directorate . . . . . . 

Electronic  Systems  Center . . 


Romo  Latwratory  . 

Aeronautical  Systems  Center  . 

DC  S/Development  Plannirrg  . . 

DCS/ContractIng  . 

DCS/Integrated  Engineering  A  Tech  Mgmt 


Directors  of  Engineering  ... 


Systems  Program  Offices 


Career  reserved  positions 


Assoc  Dep  Asst  Secy  (Contracting). 

AF  Program  Exec  Officer,  Info  Syetems. 

Program  DItector,  Amtaam  Spa 
Dep  tor  Ak  Force  Review  Boards. 

Deputy  tor  Instatadons  Management. 

Deputy  tor  Contracting. 

Air  Force  Histoilan. 

Deputy  DIroctor,  Test  A  Evakiatlon. 

Director  of  Resouicea 

Dkector  of  C4  Soflwere,  Architecture  A  PoL 

Assoc  Dir  tor  LogMcs  Plans  A  Programs. 

CNat  Modification  A  OAM  Programs  Division. 

Chief  Combat  Support  Programs  Division. 

Assoc  Dir  of  Maintenance  Engineering  A  Supply. 
Assoc  Dir  tor  Engineering  A  Services. 

Dir  of  CIvMon  Personnel 

Deputy  Director  of  Personnel  Management 

DefXJly  Direclor  tor  Plans  and  Requirament. 

Dep  Dir  tor  Work  Force  Effectiveness. 

Spw  Protect  Ofer  tor  Personnel  Managenrent 
Assoc  Dir,  Strategy  A  Productioa 
Chairman  A  F  Logisffes  Command  Procur  Committ. 
Asst  tor  InteHlgenca. 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Persormel. 

ACS/Personrtel 

Prin  Asst/ContractIng  A  Manufacturing. 

Dir  Contract  Clearance  A  Policy  Development. 
Principal  Asst  DCS/Contracting. 

Dir  Business  Ciearanca 
Principal  Asst  DCS/LogistIcs. 

DCS/Engtoeering  A  Technical  Management. 
Principal  Asst  DCS/Product  A/A  Logistics. 
Technicai  Director,  Product  Assurance. 
DCS/Engineering  A  Technical  Management. 

Asst  to  the  DCS/ComptroNer. 

/test  DCS/FInandal  Mgmt  A  Comptroller. 
DCS/CommunIcations— Computer  Systems. 

/^sst  DCS/Ptans  A  Programs. 

Director  of  Plans  A  Programs. 

Director.  Plans  and  Programs. 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff/Ptans  A  /Vtvanced  Prog. 
Deputy  Director. 

Deputy  Director. 

Deputy  /VNanced  Weapons  A  Surveillance. 

Dir,  Space  Physics  Div,  /IFQL 
Ch,  Atmospheric  Structure  Br. 

Dir,  /Astronautics  Laboratory. 

Director.  Propulsion  DIrectorata. 

Execuliva  Director. 

/Asst  Dep  tor  Contracting  A  Manufacturing. 

Prog  Dir  tor  /Ak  Base  Decision  Systems. 
DCS/Engtoeering  A  Program  Management 
Chlel  Engtoeer. 

DCS/Plans  A  Advanced  Programs.  . 

Deputy  Dkector. 

Prog  Dk  Electronic  Combat  A  Reconnaissance. 
Director  (Ptar»). 

Technical  Director  (Command  A  ControO- 
Dk  Plans  A  Programs. 

Dep  Dk  Financial  Mgmt  A  Comptroller. 

Executive  Director. 

Director  (Mission  /Analysis).. 

Dk  Advanced  Systems  /Arralysis. 

Asst  Deputy  tor  Contracting  A  Manufacturing. 

Dep  Dk  Contraettog. 

Engineartng  Advisor  Product  /Assurance  Engr. 
Technical  Dk  Avionics  Engineering. 

Dk  Support  Systems  Engineering. 

Director  Aviorrics  Engtoeertog. 

Dk,  FHght  Systems  Engineering. 

Dkector,  Systems  Engtoeertog. 

Director  of  Engtoeertog  (F-1^ 

Dk  of  Eng  Reconnaissance  A  Elec  Warfare  Sys. 
Dk  Engineering  Propulsion  Systems. 

Dk  of  Engtoewlng  (Advanced  Technol  Bomber). 
Dk  of  Eng.  Adanced  Tactical  FIgfSer. 

Dk  of  Engtoeertog  C-17. 

Dk  of  Engineering  Subsystems. 

Deputy  Program  Dkector  Systems  SPO. 

Deputy  Program  Director  ATF. 

Deputy  Program  Dkector  C-17. 
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PosmoNS  llUT  Career  Reserved  Ourinq  Calendar  1992— Continued 


Aemqt,  oiganUation 


WrtgrN  Laboratory _ 

Matartals  Dtrsctorato . 

Hitman  System*  CwSw^ 
Aimetiorrg  Laboratory  ... 

Organtzabon  Abolahad  . 


JoM  LogMics  SyalMaa  Oaniar _ _ _ 

Air  Logistics  Canter.  San  Antonio . . 

Ak  Logistics  Cantor,  Oklahoma  City - - 

Air  Logistics  Canter,  WamarRobteB _ 

Ak  Logistics  Cantor,  Ogdsn _ 


Caraar  laserved  poaMons 


Program  Dk  Subsystems. 

Dk  Manutacturlng  Tactmology. 

Ok,  Plan*  a  Programs  Dkactorate. 

Ok.  Maiats  a  Caiaralca  ON. 

Ok.  NonmatalHc  Materttes  On. 

Deputy  Oksctor. 

Rasaarch  Oksctor  <Cisw  Technology). 

Oksctor  Human  Enginaating. 

Asst  OCS-ComptroHsr. 

Asst  Dap  CM  ol  Staff,  MakSenarrca. 

Aaslstanl  OCS/Pten*  a  Programs. 

Director  of  Civilian  Parsormel. 

A/D  CM  of  Staff-Contracting  a  Manufacturing. 
Asst  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Material  Mgt. 

Asst  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  Logis  MagM  System. 
Aaat  Deputy  CMaf  of  Stafl/Dlstrlbulloa 
Principal  Aaat  tor  ScL  Tachnol  a  Engineering. 
Exscutive  /LgaM  for  Interim  Starrdani  Systems. 
Principal  Deputy  to  the  Commander  ALO. 

DOO  Exsc  Agl  Dept  Maim  Automated  Sys. 
000  Exac  A^  tor  Material  RegriMs. 

Ok  Depot  Matotonanca. 

Ok  Corp^to  Integration. 

Oksctor.  Financial  ManagamenL 
Okactor.  Propulsion  Systems. 

Deputy  Oksctor. 

Okactor,  Corrtractkrg. 

Oksctor,  Financial  MarragemenL 
Oksctor,  Commodities  Marragement. 

Deputy  Oksctor. 

Oksctor,  Contracting. 

Okactor,  Flrrandal  Marragement 
Okactor,  Technology  a  Industrial  Support 
Deputy  Director. 

Oksctor,  Contracting. 

Director,  FIrrartcial  Managerrrerrt 
Oksctor,  Technology  a  krdustrial  Support. 

I  Deputy  Okactor. 


Ak  Logistics  Center,  Sacramento - - - 


Ak  Force  Audit  Agency 


Ak  Force  InteMgence  Cotivnand . . . 

Ak  Force  Communicaffoaa  Command  ... 

Ak  MobMty  Command 

U.S.  Strategic  Command  . 


Ak  Combat  Command _ 

Pacific  Ak  Forces  . . . 

U.a  Ak  Forces  In  Europe _ 

Shape  Technical  Centra  . . . . 

AF  Space  Commattd _ 

AF  Otwrational  Teet  a  Eval  Ctr  . . 

Ak  University . . . . . 

Jokff  Electronic  Warfara  Center _ 

U.S.  Central  Command _ 

Strategic  Defanaa  Initiative  Organization _ 

Department  of /Ltmy; 

Office  of  the  Linder  Secretary _ 


Ote  of  the  Admkrlstratfve  Assistant _ 

Office  of  the  Qeneraf  Counaaf _ 

HQOAArmyAcquIaMonEncatlve _ 


Okactor,  Contracting. 

Director,  Fkrarrcial  Management. 

Oksctor,  Technology  a  Industrial  Support 
Deputy  Director. 

Oksctor,  Contracting. 

Auditor  Gerreral  of  the  Ak  Force. 

Asst  Aud  Gen  (Field  ActMtiss). 

Asst  Aud  Gen  (Operations). 

Asst  Aud  Gen  (Financial  ♦  Support  Audits). 

Asst  Aud  Gen  (Aoq  ♦  Logistics  /Ludtts). 
Technical  {Director  (Aerospace  Systems). 

Ok,  Ak  Force  Comm  Computer  Syst  l/Ofc. 
[Director  Standard  Systems  Center. 

Asst  [DCS/Plans  and  Programs. 

Chief,  Operations  Analysis  Olvisloa 
Chief,  Applied  Research  Division. 

Assoc  Ok  tor  Strategic  Planning. 

Chief  Sderrtist  Tactical  Ak  Warfare  Ctr. 

ChisL  Operations  Analysis. 

{Director  of  Civilian  PersortneL 
Deputy  Director. 

Sr  Scientist  a  Tech  Advisor  for  AFSPACECOM. 
Technical  Oksctor. 

IDkector  of  Academic  Affairs. 

Technical  {Director. 

SdanOHc  Advisor. 

Spec  Asst  for  GPALSP. 

Operations  Research  Aitefyst 
Special  Asst  for  Forces  a  Program  Evaluatlort 
Operations  Research  Analyst  for  Systerrrs. 
Opera  Research  Analyst  for  Cmd,  ConL  C  a  1. 
Special  Asst  to  the  UrKter  Secretary. 

Adm  Asst  to  the  Secy  of  the  Army. 

{Dap  Administrative  Assistant 
(Deputy  General  (Dounsel  (Fiscal  Law  a  Policy). 
Oep  Mgr,  LigM  HeNoopter  Program. 
Deputy  PEO,  Close  Combat  Vehicle. 

(Dep  Ptog  Exe  Oter,  Amty  Cmd  a  Ctrl  Syst 
(Deputy  Prog  Exscutive  Officer  Comm  Systems. 
(Deputy  PEO  tor  Ak  Oafanse. 

Program  Executiv*  Officer  Stamis. 

Pro^  Exec  Officer,  Close  Combat  Armament 
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Agency,  oiganlzation 


Dir  of  Info  Sys  for  Comcnand,  Control,  Comma  &  Computers 

OASA  Researcn  Developmenl  and  Acquisition . 

ODASA  Research  and  DevetopmenI . . . . 

OOASA  Systems  Mgml  Integration  &  Coord . 

Odasa  Procurement . 

OOASA  Management  and  Programs . 

Ofc  of  Asst  Secretary  (Installatlorw.  Logistics  &  Envmt) . 

Ofc  of  Asst  Secy  (Financial  Mgmt) . 

Off  of  Asst  Secretary,  Manpower  &  Resenre  Affairs . 

Ofc  of  Asst  Secreta^  CMI  Worics . 


Office,  Director  of  Army  Staff . . . . 

Office,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  InteiHgence . 

USA  Strategic  Defense  Cornmand  Huntsville  AL  OSCA  FOA 


Operational  Test  &  Evaluation  Agency . 

Army  Cerrter  of  Military  History . . . . . . 

Test  and  Evaluation  lulanagement  Agency . . . 

Office,  Dep  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel . 

Directoate  of  Civilian  Personnal . . . 

US  Total  Army  Personnel  Command . 

Army  Research  Institute  for  Behavioral  &  Social  Sderrces 

Office,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics . . 

Army  Audit  Agency  . . . 


Career  reserved  positions 

Program  Managsr  Sustaining  Base  Network. 
Dep  Program  Executive  Officer  lor  Aviation. 

Dep  PEO,  InteiHgence  ft  Electronic  Warfare. 
Program  Executive  Officer,  Combat  Support. 
Program  Executive  Officer  (Fire  Support). 


Dir  Ofc  US  Amiy  Mo  S  ft  S  Aoq  Activity. 

Dk  Cotrwnarxl  Systems  Integration  Age^. 

Dir  of  Army  Information. 

Vice  Director  to  the  Dlao4. 

....  Dir  for  Prog  ft  VulnerabiWy  Assessment 
Dep  Dk  US  Contracting  Support  Agency. 

Chief,  Policy  ft  Procedures  Division. 

AssManl  Deputy  for  Plans  ft  Programs. 

....  DAS  for  Res  ft  TechlChM  Scientist. 

Dk  for  Program  Review. 

Director  for  Space  ft  Strategic  Technology. 
Dkector  lor  Research  Laboratory  Managmeeni. 
Director  for  Technology. 

Director  for  Adv  Concepts  ft  Tech  Assessment. 
....  Ok  Sys  Mgt  knag  ft  Coordination  Ofc. 

....  Deputy  Asst  Secy  of  the  Army  (Procurement). 

Dkector  for  Procurement  PoU^. 

....  Dk  for  Program  EvaluatiorL 

Dep  Asst  Secy  for  Plans  ft  Programs. 

....  Dap  for  Programs  ft  Install  Assistartoe. 

Dep  Program  Exec  Officer  for  Chem/Demll. 

—  Assistant  Deputy  ASA  tor  Army  Budget. 

Deputy  for  Coat  Analysis. 

Dkof  Investment 

Dep  Asst  Secy  for  Army  (Financial  Operations). 
SpM  Adv  for  Economic  Pol  ft  Productivity  Prog. 
D^  for  OPS,  Support  ft  Business  Activities. 

...»  DAS  (DAR  BOS  A  EEO  C  ft  C  REVIEW). 

.  Deputy  ASA  lor  PoHcy  ft  Evaluation. 

Deputy  for  Management  and  Budget. 

Deputy  for  Pking  Pol  ft  Legislation. 

Deputy  for  Project  Martagamarff. 

.....  Dep  Dk  of  Management  (tostaRation  M&R). 

.....  Deputy  Dkector.  US  Army  kTteUlgence  Agency. 

.  Proj  Mgr,  Ground  Based  kitetcaplor  Pro)  Ofc. 

Dkector,  Directed  Energy  Weapcxrs  Directorate. 
Pro)  Mgr  High  Endo  Atnxw  Del  im  Pro). 

OIS  LettraUty  ft  Key  Technologies  Directorate. 
Ok,  Nnetlc  Energy  Weap  Dkectorate. 

Chief,  Battle  MaraigemenI  Olvisioa 
Prk)  Assistant  Rasp  for  Contracting. 

Chlet,  Passive  Sensors  DMsiorL 

Chf,  Active  Sensors  Olv  Sensors  Dkectorate. 

CM,  DIacrImlnatlon  DIv  Sensors  Dkectorate. 

Dk,  Advanced  Technology  Dkectorate. 

Pro)  Mgr,  G-B  SutvaMance  ft  Tracking  SysL 

.  Dk,  USA  Combat  Develop  Experimentation  Ctr. 

Deputy  to  the  Commarxfer  Technical  Director. 
.....  Chief  HMotian,  Arniy  Ctr  of  Military  History. 

_  Ok,  Test  and  Evaluation  managenrant  Agency. 

—  Director  tor  ManptkiL 
Director  of  Manpower. 

.....  Director  of  CMHan  PersonrteL 
Dep  Director  of  Civilian  Personnel. 

Chief  EmploymerN  and  Ctassllicatlon  Office. 

.  Director,  Civilian  Personnel  MgL 

.....  Ok,  SyMems  Rsch  Lab  ft  Assoc  Ok  Art 
Dk,  Tmg  Res  Lab  ft  Assoc  Dk,  Art 
Dk,  Manp  ft  Pars  Res  Lab  ft  Assoc  Ok,  Art. 

.  Asst  Director  for  Supply  MgmL 

Asst  Dk  for  Maintenance  MgmL 
Spec  Asst  to  DC8LOG  ft  CM  Av  Log  Ofc. 

Asst  Dk  tor  Transportation. 

Asst  Dk  lor  Energy  ft  Troop  Support. 

Director  for  Secu^  Assistanoe. 

Dkector  lor  Resour^  and  Management 
Exacudve  Dltoctor,  Strategic  Logistics  Agcy. 

_  The  Auditor  Genen^  U.S.  Amny. 

Deputy  Auditor  Gerferat 
Director,  Logistical  ft  Financial  Audlls. 

Dk  Personnel  and  Force  Management  Audits. 
Dk  AudH  PoHcy  Plans  and  Resources. 

Regl  Auditor  General  (Northeastern  Region). 
Regi  Auditor  General  (Soulheastam  Region). 
......  Tech  Adv. 


Ofc  Dep  CM  of  Staff  tor  Operations  ft  Plans 
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Agtiicy.  oigantzatton 

Concepts  AnalytN  Aotnqr  fOCSA) - 

Waller  Reed  Army  bwMula  ol  nseearrti - - 

TraMng  and  DocWna  Oommand  (TRAOOC) - 

Tradoc  Anatysto  Command . 

Military  Traffic  Mgml  Commd  . 

U.S.  Army  Forces  Command  . 

U.S.  Army  Corps  ol  Englneem 

Diraclorate  ol  CMI  WorlTB  . . . . . — 

Oirectorats  ol  Englneetlng  A  Conatrudlon 
DIractoralaolMWafyPRigams - - 


Casaar  saaecved  poeWone 


Technical  drador,  US  Army  Nuc  &  Cham  Agency. 
AssMam  Oir  tor  Res  and  Analysis  Support. 

ChM  Dept  ol  Pharmacology. 

SdentMc  Advisor  to  CO. 
jf  lenllUc  Advisor. 

Asst  Ospuly  OOPS  tor  Base  OPS  Spl  <Civ  Para) 
Asst  Deputy  ChM  ol  Stall  tor  Resources  Mgml 
AOCOS  tor  Training  PoHcy  Plans  and  Programs. 
Director  ol  Operations. 

Deputy  Director,  Trac. 

Director  ol  OperMana. 

Deputy  to  the  Corrwnander. 

Special  Asst  tor-Transpoitafion  Engineering. 
CMHan  Peraonnei  Direclor. 

Deputy  Comptreler. 

Diractor  ol  Human  Resources. 

Director  Resource  Management 

Dir,  Engineering  and  Hotwlng  Support  Center. 

Deputy  Director,  CMI  Worto. 

Chl-Olc  ol  PoHcy. 

ChL  PiogramsDIv. 

Chl-Planning  DMsioa 

ChM  Engineering  DIvisioa 

CM.  OPS,  Construction  A  Readtoestt  DMston. 

Deputy  ChM  Construction  Division. 

CMeL  DAEfl.  Engtoeertng  DMston. 

ChM  Construction  Division. 

ChM  Constniction  Division. 


US  Army  COE  Water  Resources  Ctr 
Planning  DMsiona.  COE - 


Engineertng  Divisions.  COE 


Constnicdon  Dlva-COE 


Army  MatarM  Command  (AMC) .  . . . 

Office  ol  DCS  Supply  Maintenanoe  A  TianaportaMon - 

OlcDepCmdgGMiRes,  DewtopiaantawdAcquIsIlton . . . . 

DCS  tor  Developmant  Engineering  A  Acqulsltton - 

Deputy  ChM  ol  SMI  tor  ConcwrsM  Engineering - - 

Ole  Deputy  Commandtog  OanecBl  tor  Mall  Readinaes _ 

Dap  CM  ol  Stan  tor  Sup^,  Maintanance  A  Tianap _ 

Deputy  of  SMI  tor  Amrnimillon _ _ _ 

Office  of  DCS  tor  fliaffiniss . . . 

Office  of  DCS  tor  Procurement _ _ _ 

Executive  Director,  Test  MsaseramsM  A  DIab  €Q _ 

Deputy  ChM  ol  Stall  for  Peraonnai _ _ _ 

Office  ol  the  Deputy  ChM  ol  Staff  for  Res  Management . . 

Deputy  ChM  of  SMI  tor  Management _ . . . . . 

USA  Security  Allalia  Command _ 

U.8.  Army  Systems  Intagraffoa  A  ManagsmsM  AcHvffy . . . 

U.S.  Army  Aimamant  Munfftons  A  ChanHcal  Oomnastd  (AMCCOM) . . . 


Deputy  Director,  Military  Programs. 

ChM,  Water  Resources  Sup^  Center. 

Dir  of  Planning,  Ohio  River. 

Dir  ol  Planning,  No  Pacffic. 

Dir  of  Planning,  South  Atlantic. 

Dir  of  Planning,  Uavar  MIse  VMay. 

Oir  of  Planning.  South  Paciiic. 

Dir  of  Planrring,  N.  Atlantic. 

Dir  of  Ptanrring,  Southwestern. 

Dir  of  Engineering,  Ohio  River. 

Dir  ol  Engineering,  Southwestern. 

Oir  ol  Enginsaring,  North  CaMmL 
Dir  ol  Enginaeiing.  S.  Padfle. 

Dir  of  Engineering,  N.  Atlantic. 

Oir  of  Engineering,  S.  Atlantic. 

Oir  of  Engineering,  Lower  Miss. 

Dir  ol  Engineering,  Missouri  River. 

Dir  of  Engtoeerlng,  North  Paciiic. 

Oir  of  Engineering.  Paciiic  Ocean. 

Oir  of  Engineering,  Huntsville. 

Dir  of  Construe  OPS,  S  Atlantic. 

Dir  of  Constiuc  OPS,  S  Western. 

Oir  of  Constiuc  OPS,  Ohio  River. 

Dir  of  Constiuc  OPS,  LR  MS  VAL 
Oir  ol  Constiuc  OP& 

Oir  ol  Constiuc  OPS. 

Dir  ol  Constiuc  OPa  N  Attantic. 

Oir  ol  Construe  OPS,  PadHc. 

Oir  ol  Constiuc  OPS. 

ChM  ScMHisL 

Asst  DCS  tor  Suppiy  MaMsnanco  A  Trans. 

Pftn  Asst  Dep  for  Res  Develop  and  Acc|uisition. 
Asst  Dep  Inti  Cooperative  Programs. 

Asst  Dep  CM  ol  Staff  OsM,  &A  for  ACQ  Pffi 
Asst  Dap  ChM  ol  Staff  tor  AGO  Mgt. 

ADCS  tor  Res,  DAE  tor  Pol  Integ  A  Analysis. 
Asst  Dep  for  MaterM  Readtiwss. 

Asst  Dap  CM  ol  Staff  for  PoHcy  A  Procedures. 
Asst  Deputy  ChM  of  Staff  for  Arrsnurtition. 

Asst  DCS  tor  Readtoess. 

Asst  DCS  for  Procurement 
Deputy  Executive  Director  for  TMOE. 

Asst  OeptAy  CM  of  Staff  for  Personnel. 

Dep  ChM  ol  Stall  for  Personnel. 

ADCS  for  Resource  Mgmt 
ADCS  tor  Cost  Analysis. 

ChM  Speciat  Anaiysis  Office. 

Deputy. 

Oir,  Syst  Integration  Mgmt  Activity. 

Deputy  tor  RMOurces  A  Management 
Deputy  for  Procurement  and  Productioa 
Deputy  tor  Logistics  Readiness. 

Director  for  Product  Aaauranoa. 


Federal  Roister  /  Vo).  58,  No.  41  /  Thitfsday,  Kfafch  4,  1993  /  Notices 


12395 


PosmoNS  That  were  Career  Reserved  Durinq  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agancy,  organization 


AMCCOM,  ARDEC  . . . 

Annament  Enginaaring  DIraciofata . . . 

Fire  Support  ArmamenlB  Cantar . 

Ctosa  Combat  Armament  Canter . . . 

Chemical  Research,  Devalopmant  &  Engineering  Center 

U.S.  Army  Aviation  Systeme  Command (AVSCOMt . 


Communicatiorw  &  Elect  Cemd  (CECOMt ... 
US  Army  Corrmiunication  Electronica  Cotnm 


US  Army  Depot  Systems  Command  (OESCOM^ _ 

US  Army  Laboratory  Command . . . 

Harry  Diamond  Labs  (HDL) . . . 

Army  Research  Oflica  (AMC)  . 

US  Army  Ballistic  Research  Laboratory . 


US  Amrty  Missile  Comroartd  (Mleon^ . . 

Research  Development  C  Enginoartog  Cantar . . 

US  Army  Troop  Support  Command  (TROSCOM^ _ 

Belvoir  Research  &  Deveiopmont  Center  . . . 

Natick  Research,  Development  A  Engineering  Cantar 
Tank-automotive  Comd  (TACOM)  . 


US  Army  Test  and  Evaluation  Command,  (TECOM) 

US  Army  Materiel  Systems  Analysis  Activity . 

Army  Information  Syatams  Command  ...: . . . 

Headquarters,  US  Army,  Europe _ _ u . . 

Army  Intal  and  Security  Command . . 


Cataar  roaarvad  positions 


Dap  tor  racHHiaa,  ind  Praparadrraaa  A  EnvmL 
Dir,  U.S.  Army  Daf  Ammunition  Center  A  School. 
A/TaehA3it/  Oavetopmant  A  Enginaaring). 

Aaaoe  Tech  Dir  (Prodecto  A  Proeaae  Tachnol). 
l^iredor,  ^^rneansant  ^E^rglna^trtng  ^directorate. 

CM,  Energetics  A  Warheads  Division. 

CM  Firs  Coraroi  DMaion. 

Chief  ArtMary  Armaments  Division. 

Chief  Pradeion  Mnnitiona  DMston. 

Chief,  LigM  Armament  Division. 

Dir  Murritions  Directorate. 

Director,  Research  Dhactorate. 

Director  of  Enginaaring 

Director  AaroflighI  Dynamics  Directorate. 

Director  Propuiaion  Oirectorata. 

Acquisition  Oireeter. 

Dir  Avionics  Research  A  Development  Act 
Asaoc  Tech  Dir  tor  Tech  Appl/Dir  of  Spec  Prog. 
Director  Aero  Stnjcturas  Dir. 

Logistics  Director. 

Director  of  Electronica  A  Weaponizatlon. 

Cofltptroiier. 

Dir,  CEGOM  Ctr  for  Command.  Cntti  A  Commun  Sys. 
Dk.  E/W,  Reconnaissance,  SurveiNance,  TAD. 
Director,  Concurrent  Engineering. 

Assoc  Techn  Dir  (Research  A  Technology). 

Dir,  CoriKi,  Control,  C/I  (C3I)  L  A  R  Centor. 

Deixjty  to  the  Comimarxler. 

Executive  Director  for  Material  Readiness. 

ADCS  tor  Technology  Planning  A  Management. 
Director,  Harry  Diamond  Laboratories. 

Dir,  Target  SAS  Processing  Lab. 

Uw.  i6cw>oioo)r  ^ppncwions  LoD. 

Director,  Materials  Sderrce  Division. 

Dir.  Engr  Sd  DIv. 

Dir,  Research  A  Technology  Integration. 

Dir.  Chem  A  Bio  Sd  Div. 

CM,  Sys  Engineering  A  Concepts  Analysis  Div. 

Chief,  Interior  Ballistics  Division. 

CM,  Launch  and  FHgM  Division. 

CM,  Terminal  Ballistics  Div. 

CM,  Vuinerablllty-Lelhailty  Division. 

Director,  /toquisitions  Center. 

Dk,  Integrated  Material  Mgt  Ctr. 

Assoc  Director  for  Product  Assurance. 

Deputy  for  Procurement  and  Readiness. 

Dk  for  System  Engkreerirtg  A  Production. 

Director  for  Advanced  Serwors. 

/Lssodate  Director  for  Systems. 

Director  of  /toquMtion  ManagemenL 
Deputy  to  the  Commarxler. 

Dk,  Combat  Engineering  Dkactorale. 

Director,  Logistics  Equipment  Directorate. 

Dk,  todlvidual  Protection  Dkectorata. 

Director.  Soldier  Science  Directorate. 

Director  of  Resource  MgL 

Dk  for  Procurement  and  Production. 

Technical  Director. 

Dkeeter  of  Product  Aseurance  A  Test 
Asst  Deputy  tor  Procurement  and  Readiness. 

Oep  Ok  tor  Er^glneeriirg  A  AequMtieR. 

Dk,  Tank  auterrwtive  Teehnotogy  Directorate. 
Technical  Dk,  Radstorre  Techrtical  Test  Center. 
Technical  Director  Combat  Syst  Test  Activity. 

Tech  Dk  A  CM  Sd. 

Dk  tor  Test  and  Assessment. 

Director. 

CM.  Combat  Support  Div. 

CM.  Ak  Warfare  Div, 

CM.  ReKabNity.  Availability  A  Makrtakrabil. 

CM,  Ground  Warfare  DMaion-AMSAA. 

CM,  LogMies  Rsadlnesi  A  /toatyeis  DMaion. 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Resource  Management. 

Dk,  Info  Systems  Command  Pentagon. 

TedmiGaf  Director. 

Asst  Dep  CM  of  Staff,  Persormel  (Civ  Pers). 

Asst  Dep  Chief  of  Staff  Errg  for  Erig  A  Hotcdng. 

Aest  Dep  CM  ef  Staff,  Raeouroe  Mgmt  USMtEUR. 
Asst  Dep  CM  Staff  tor  Eng  (krtl  Affairs). 

Deputy  A  Technicai  Director,  FSTC. 

Deputy  tor  Policy  A  Developrrtenl. 
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Agency,  oiganization 


Career  reserved  pocitlons 


Adsa.  NATO  . 

Oelense  Sysleme  Management  College  .. 

DOD  Wage  Fbdrrg  Authortly _ 

NatiorttI  Defense  Univeraity . . 

U.S.  Southern  Command . . . . 

Department  o(  the  Navy. 

Office  ol  the  Secretary . 

Office  ol  the  Under  Secretary  ol  the  Navy 

Office  ol  the  Auditor  General . 

Naval  Audit  Service . . — 


Ofc  ol  the  Asst  Secy  ol  Navy  (Manpwr  A  Res  Affs) 
Office  ol  CIvWan  Peraonnel  Managemerft . 


OCPM— Facilic  Region . . . 

OAS  ol  Navy  (Installations  A  Environment) . 

OAS  ol  the  Navy  (Research.  Dev  A  Acquteition) 


Program  Executive  OHIcsrs 


Asst  Dir,  Command,  Control  and  Comms  Syst. 
Deputy  Commandant  (Provost). 

Director,  Technical  Staff. 

Dir,  Information  Resources  Management  (k>ltege. 
Spw  Asst  tor  Technology  A  Requirements  Integ. 

Dir,  Naval  Industrie  Management  Program. 

Dir,  Naval  Crlmlnai  Invest  Service. 

Assistant  lor  Administration. 

Auditor  General  ol  the  Navy. 

Direclor,  Plans  and  Policy. 

Dir,  Naval  Audff  Service  Western  Region. 

Dir,  Naval  Audit  Senrice  Capital  Region. 

Direclor,  Audit  Operatlorts. 

Staff  Dir,  Dir  Manpower  Analysis  Stall. 

Dir,  Civilian  Peraonnel  Programs  Division. 

Dir,  Ofc  ol  Civilian  Petapnnei  Management. 
Asaodate  Director  (OCPM-SO). 

Associate  Director  (OCPM-20). 

Associate  Direclor  (OCPM-10). 

Direclor,  Pacific  Region. 

Director,  FinarKlal  Mnagement  Office. 

Director,  ProcuramenI  PoHcy. 

Direclor,  Product  Integrtty. 

Head,  Contract  Policy. 

Program  Exec  Okr,  Expeditionary  Force  Prog. 
Director,  Acquisition  Career  MartagemenL 
Dir,  RAO  Prograrmning  A  Budgeting  Division. 
Director  lor  AAW  A  Strike  Air  Programs. 

Director  lor  ASW,  LASMAP. 

Dir,  Navy  Irrterrrational  Programs  Office. 

Deputy  Dir,  Acquisition  Career  Management. 
Director,  Plans  A  Programs  Division. 

HO,  (Guidance  Sectioa 


Ofc  ol  the  Asst  Secy  ol  Navy  (Financial  Management) 

Naval  Center  lor  Cost  Analysis . 

Office  of  the  ComptroUer  of  the  Navy . . 


Office  of  the  Naval  Inspector  (general 
Office  of  the  General  Coursel  . 


Director-Naval  Administration/Assi  Vice  CNO 


Director,  Navy  Program  Plarming 


Head,  Fire  Control  Sectioa 

Head,  Operations  Engirreering  Section. 

Test  A  Instnjmentation  Brarwh  Engineer. 

Branch  Engr,  Launcher  Branch. 

Chi  Engr,  MissUe  Branch. 

Chi  Engr. 

Br  Engr,  Fire  Control  A  Guidance  Br. 

Brartch  Engr,  Ship  Installation  A  Design  Br. 

Dep  Prog  M^,  SmwoH  Class  Subnme  ACQ  Prog. 
Asst  Dep  Comm  ASW  A  Undersea  Warfare  Sys. 
Prog  My,  MK-50  Torpedo  Prog  Ofc. 

Sect  Hea^  Reerrtry  Systems  Si^,  Missile  Br. 

Dk,  Strategic  Warfare  Contracts  Division. 

Deputy  Logistics  Support  Coordinator. 

Dep  P/E  Officer  lor  Unmanned  Aerial  Vehicles. 
Dep  Prog  Exec  Ofcr,  Space,  Comms  A  Sensors. 
Head,  Resources  Branch. 

Branch  Engirreer,  Navigation  Btartch. 

Dep  P/E  Officer  tor  Cruise  Missiles  Program. 

Prog  Manager  lor  Comm  Satellite  Programs. 

Asst  for  Systems  Integration  A  Ckimpatibility. 

Dep  Prog  Exec  Ofcr  lor  ASW,  A/S  Mission  Prog. 
Dep  Prog  Exec  Ofcr  for  Tactical  Air  Programs 
Exec  Dir,  Aegis  ShlptxjHdirrg  Program. 

Spec  Asst  for  Info  Res  Mgmt  (IRM)  Cost  Anal. 
Assoc  Dir,  Information  Resources  Marragement. 
S/A  for  (Dwt  A/r  Dir,  Naval  Ctr  for  Cost  Anal. 
Assoc  Dir,  Budget  A  Reports/Fiscsi  Manag  Div. 
(DounseL 

Dir,  Investment  A  Dev  Div. 

Dk,  Budget  A  Mgmt,  Policy  and  Procedures  Div. 
Dk,  Ofc  ol  Fin  SysL 
Dk,  Budget  Evaluation  Group. 

Dep  Director  lOr  kKteperxtent  (Dost  Arralysis. 
Dkector  Flnandai  (Dontrol  Division. 

Director,  Civilian-Contractor  Manpower  Div. 

Deputy  Naval  Inspector  Gerteral. 

Asst  General  Cotmsei  (Acquisition). 

Asst  (Deneral  Courrsel  (kistaR  A  Envkonment). 
Asst  Counsel  (Civilian  Personnel  Law). 

Dk  Naval  History/Dir,  Naval  Historicai  Ctr. 

Asst  tor  Educational  Rescxjrces. 

CNO  Executive  tor  Total  Quality  Managen>ent. 
Head,  Studies  A  Analysis  Branch. 

Asst  Ok  tor  Readiness  Appraisal 
Deputy  Director  for  Prognimmkrg. 

Head,  Logistics  A  Fleet  Support  Branch. 
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Aganey.  aiganizalion 


Director  Naval  MecSdna  A  Sung  Garwnt . . . 

Oiractor  Spaoa  Conmand  and  Conirot . . 

Director,  Naval  Wadare  . . . - . •- 

Office  of  the  Oceanogiapfier  of  the  Navy _ _ 

Dir,  Test  &  Evaluallon  and  Technology  naquiiaatants _ 

Director,  Naval  Intelligence _ _ _ _ 


DCNO  (Manpower,  Personnel  &  Training) . . . . 

Office  ACNO  (Undersea  Warfare)  _ _ _ _ 

Office  DCNO  (Logistics) . . . 

Office  ACNO  (AlrWAitaia) . . 

Bureau  of  Naval  Persortnel . . . . . 

Naval  Observatory  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Naval  Data  Automation  Command  Haadquartare . . . 

Naval  Investigative  Saivlc*  Command _ _ _ _ _ ....... 

Naval  Techrrical  InteUigance  Center  . . . . . . . . 

Bureau  of  Medicine  &  Surgery . . 

Military  Sealift  Command . . . . 


Naval  Tactical  Support  Activity _ _ _ 

Naval  Oceanogra^  Command _ _ _ _ 

Ofc  of  Commander  In  Chf/AMad  Foccea/Soulhem  Ear _ 

Office  of  the  Commander-lnOM.  U.S.  Padfle  Raal  _ _ 

Ofc  of  the  Commandae^fvChlai,  U.S.  Pacific  Coenmand _ 

Ofc  of  the  Chief  of  NavM  Educallott  and  Trainirrg _ _ 


Executive  Developntent  Cadre 


Naval  Air  Systems  Command  Haadquaitars _ 


earner  reserved  positions 


Director  Resources  Divieion. 

Assodato  Dir  Spactnim  Management  A  Policy. 
Advanced  Tachnotagy  Adiilaor. 

Techn  Dir,  Naval  Warfare  Anal  A/P  Level  Plans. 
Technical  Oiractor. 

Director,  Advanced  Tech  Dev  Branch. 

Technical  Diractor. 

/tdvisor  for  Research  A  Development  Programs. 
Deputy  Diractor  of  Naval  lotaligonoa. 

Asst  for  World  Navies  and  Analysis. 

Dir,  Total  Force  Info  Res  A  Sys  Mgnt  Div. 

Tech  Dk,  Submarate  A  S88N  Sacailly  Program. 
Dir,  Deep  Submergence  Systems  DivisiorL 
Dep  Dir,  Supportabliily,  MAM  Division. 

Director  Strategic  Sealift  Divisioa 
Special  Aset  for  Technology  and  Analysis. 

ACNP  for  MPN  Firutnclal  MarragemenL 
Dir.  Tima  SaralDe  Otv. 

Tachnical  Diractor. 

Dep  OIr,  Naval  Imrestigative  Senrice. 

Tachnical  Director. 

Diractor  of /tnalysis. 

Dep  Commander  for  Fin  Mgmt  A  Comptroiler. 
Counsel. 

Engineering  Officer. 

Comptrofier. 

Deputy  Commander. 

Dir,  Navy  Tactical  Support  Acty. 
Technicai/Deputy  Director. 

Director,  Tactical  Development  A  Trairring. 
Deputy  Fleet  Inspector  General. 

Chief,  Research  A  Analysis. 

Comptroller. 

Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Education  A  Training. 
Oiractor.  NROTC  Salmfltan  aod  Ptsramonr. 
Technology  Assessment  Corrsultant 
Senior  Quality  Executiva. 

Spec  Asst  to  the  Technicai  Diractor,  NTSC. 

Spec  Asst  to  Iba  Cht  Engfirear  of  the  NawyL 
Dep  Dk,  Fieel  Support  A  Field  Activity  Mgml 
Executiva  Dkactor,  Management,  Plans  A  Progr. 
Exec  Dk,  Acquisition  Mgt 
Executive  Dkector  for  Contracts. 

Deputy  Comptrofier. 

Counaei,  Naval  Ak  Systame  Command. 

Assoc  Director,  Weapons  Sys  Eng  Division. 

Ok,  Prod  Integtlty  A  Production  Eng  Division. 
Tec  Dk,  Avionics  SyMems  Eng  OMsIoa 
Dk,  Weapons  /kfvaiKad  Technology. 


Dk,  Evaluation  Div. 

Techn  Dk,  Res  A  Techn. 

Technical  Director,  Ak  Vohide  Divisioa 
Assoc  Ok,  Logistics  Managernem  Divisioa 
Combat  Akcraft  Contracts  Diractor. 


rravai  M  Warfare  Center . . . 

Naval  Ak  Warfare  Canter  Akcreft  Divisioa  Warmtnstsr 


4» 


Dk,  Missile  Weapons  Systems  Contracts  Div. 

Ok,  Systerra  Acquisition  Dkectorale. 

Special  Asst  for  Toia 
Director,  Cost  Analysis  Divisioa 
Dk,  Surveilianca  and  Avionics  Divisioa 
Ok  for  Systems  Definition  A  Alternatives. 

Techn  Ok,  Navy  Ranges  A  Field  Activity  MgmL 
Director,  /UrcrefI  Divisioa 
Associate  Ok,  Propulsion  A  Power  Divisioa 
Aaaoc  Ok  for  Systems  Engineering  Managemerk. 
Deputy  ComtTuinder,  Naval  Ak  Sys  Comtnand. 

Dk,  Cruise  Missfie  Contracts  Divisioa 
Dkector,  Procurement  Budget  Divisioa 
Dkector,  Akbome  Weapons  Logistics  Division. 
Deputy  CounasL  Nswak. 

Exec  Okectar  far  AvMfoa  OopotSL 
Asst  Commander  for  Corporals  Operations. 

Ok,  Inlotrrwtion  Resources  Mgml  Divisioa 
Ok,  ASW/Support  A/A  Components  Contracts  Div. 
Technical  Director. 

Head.  AVeSTO. 


Exec  Director. 


Assoc  Executive  Dkector. 

Haad.MATD. 

HaadiSyaffcgelSiiata  Technology  DapadwsnL 
Head.  Tactical  Ak  SyaiemB  OapreknenL 
Head,  Warfare  Systems  Artalysis  Department 
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Agancy,  organization 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  Aircraft  Division,  Lakehurst  . 
Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  Akcrafl  Division  _ . 

Navel  Air  Warfare  Center  Aircraft  DIv.  Indianapolis . 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center  Weapons  Div,  PL  Mugu,  CA 


Naval  Air  Warfare  C^er  Weapons  Div,  CNna  Lake,  CA 


Naval  Training  Systems  Center 


Space  &  Naval  Warfare  Systems  Command 


Naval  Command  Control  &  Ocean  Surveillance  Center . 

Naval  Command  C  A  O  Surveillance  Ctr.  RDT&E  Division 


Nav  Command  Control  A  Ocean  SurveH  Comm  West  Coast  Div 
Naval  Faculties  Engineering  Command . . . . 


Career  resenred  poeitions 


Head,  Ak  VefUde  Technology  A  Programe. 

Aseoc  Dep  Head  A/W  OAfead,  ASW  A/D  Division. 
Executive  Dkeclor. 

ChM  Engineer. 

Executive  Dtrador. 

Dk,  Systama  Engineering  Test  Dkectorate. 

Director,  Range  Dkectorate. 

Dep  Commarxler,  NAWC-Aircraft  DIvIsloa 
Executive  Director. 

Dk  of  Avtonic  A  Electronic  Systems  Desiga 
Director.  AESAMT. 

Dk  Sea  Range  Dkectorate. 

Director  Weapona  Systems  Evaluation  Direct. 
Executive  Dkactor. 

Head  Electronic  Warfare  Dep. 

Dep  Comr  for  Test  A  EvaL  NAWC-Weapona  Div. 

Dk,  Threat  Simulation  Dkectorate. 

Laboratory  Dk/Dsputy  Tech  Dk. 

Head,  Attack  Weapons  Department. 

Asst  Tech  Dk  Deve  (Otd  S^)  A  Dept  Head. 

Tech  Dk/Coneuttam 

Head,  Research  Department 

Director,  Land  Range  Directorate. 

Head  Aircraft  Weapons  Integration  Dept. 

Head,  Englneerkrg  Department 
Head  Intercept  Weapons  Department. 

Head,  Rarrga  Department. 

Dir,  Weapona  Dkectorate. 

Dk,  Aircraft  Weapons  Systems  Directorate. 

Dep  Corrwnander  for  RAD,  NAWC-Weapons  Division. 
Head  Weapons  Ptanning  Group. 

/test  Tech  Dk/Haad,  /terosystema  Department. 

Asst  Techn  Dk  tor  Technol  B/T  Base  Dkector. 

Dk,  Services  A  infotmation  Dkectorate. 

Technical  Director. 

Executive  Director. 

Dk  of  Research  A  Engineerirtg. 

Dep  Dk  of  Research  A  Engineering. 

Exec  Dk,  Contracts. 

Techn  Ok,  Ship  A  Shore  Communications. 

Tech  Dk,  Navy  Space  Project  Olc. 

Deputy  ComptroUer. 

Counset 

Executive  Director,  Contracts. 

Technical  Director. 

Techn  Dir. 


Exec  Dir,  Comm  Syst  Prog  Directorate. 

Tech  Dk,  Submartee  Corrimun  Prog  dc. 

Techn  Dk,  SurveUlanc  0/A  Development  Prog. 
Program  Manager  lor  Strategic  Defense  Systems. 
Dep  A  Techn  Dk,  NCCS  /df^  Prog  Office. 

Dep  Prog  Dk,  Sp^  A  Sensor  Sys  Directorate. 
Assoc  Tech  Dk  for  Research  A  Technology. 
Executive  Dkector,  Life  Cycle  Support  Gro^. 
Exec  Dir,  Space  Technology  Directorate. 

Asst  Commander  /tequisitim  A  Logistic  PInng. 
Exec  Dir/Communicatione  Syst  Prog  Directorate. 
Techn  Dk,  Warfare  Syst  Architecture  Group. 

Exec  Dk,  Undersea  SurveUtance  Prog  Ok. 

Tech  Dir,  Warfare  Systems  Engineering. 

Dep  CMOR  tor  Navy  Lab/Dkector  ol  Navy  Lab. 
Dk  of  Tech  Head  Engineering  Tech  Group. 

Chief  Logia/Hd  /Acquisition  A  Logis  Pol  Grp. 
Asst  Commander  lor  T/ALESO. 

Exec  Dk  Tech  AcquIsI  Logistica  Eng  Supp  Dk. 
Exec  Dk,  NWS/AED. 

Techn  Dir,  Satellite  Communicatiorts  Prog  Ofc. 
Tech  Dir,  Technol  AAA  Program  Dkectorate. 
Technical  Director. 

Head,  SurveUtance  Dept 
Head,  /Antisubmarine  Warfare  Department 
Head,  Engkreering  A  Computer  Sciences  Dept. 
Executive  Director. 

Dep  Exec  Director. 

!  Head,  Marine  Sciences  A  Technology  Dept 
Head,  Navigation  A  Ak  C3  Depaitrn^ 

Head,  Command  and  Control  Department. 

Ok,  Planning.  I A  A  Office. 

Executive  Director  West  Coast  iSE. 

Counsel 

Dep  Dk  of  Programs  A  ComptroUer. 
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Agency,  oiganizatlon 


Naval  Faculties  Eng  Command  Western  DIv 

Naval  Civil  Engineering  Lab . 

Naval  Sea  SyMems  Command . . 


Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center . 

Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center . . . 

Consolidate  Civilian  Personnel  Offica/Crystai  City _ 

Naval  Ship  Systems  Engirteering  Station  _ _ 

Naval  Suftace  Warfare  Center,  Crane  Division _ .......... 

Naval  Warfare  Assessment  Center,  Corona . . — 

Naval  Undersea  Warfare  Center  Div,  Kaypott,  WA  . . 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center,  PL  Hueneme  Division _ 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center,  Indian  Head  Division . 

Coastal  Systems  Station . 


Career  resenred  poeWona 


Deputy  Commander  for  Contracts. ' 

CtUof  Enginear. 

Asst  Commander  for  Real  Estate. 

Asst  Commander  for  Constnjctlon. 

Asst  Commander  for  Engineering  &  Design. 

Spec  Advisor  for  Res  Dev,  Test  &  Evaluation 
Executive  DIreclor,  Broadway  Complex. 

Tactmical  DIreclor. 

Dir,  Research  Tschn  &  Assessment  Ofc. 

Counsel 

Asst  Osp  Commander  for  Contracts. 

Dap  Prog  Mgr  &  Tsch  Dk,  PMS396B. 

Executive  Dkeclot/Deputy  Comptroller. 

Dk  Ship  Survivability  Subgroup. 

Dk  PreUmlnaiy  Design  Div  AST  Deputy  Dk  SDQ. 
Prog  Mgr,  Mkte  Warfare  Ship  Program. 

Dk,  Submarine  Systems  (S5W  &  S8Q)  Diviaioa 
Dkeclor,  Reactor  Materials  Divisions. 

Dkactor,  Secondary  Plant  Components  OMsIon. 
Head,  Advanced  Reactor  Branch. 

Dk,  Stnjctural  imegrtty  subgroup. 

Director,  Naval  Archllecture  subgroup  Director. 
Deputy  Dkector,  Ship  Design  group. 

Director,  HuN  Engineering  group. 

Dkector  Cost  Estimating  &  Analysis. 

Dk,  Shipbuilding  Contracts  DIvisioa 
Exec  Dk,  Industrial  &  Facility  Mgmt  Ok. 

Executive  Dkector,  Surface  Ship  Dkectorate. 

Exec  Ok,  Submarine  Directorate. 

Dep  Prog  Mgi/Tech  Dk,  ASMSAP. 

Dk,  Reactor  Plant  Value  Division. 

Asst  Dsp  ComptroUer,  ASW  &  Mins  Warfare  SysL 
Director,  Corporate  Operations. 

Deputy  Commander  tor  Fleet  Logistics  Support 
Deputy  Dkector,  Supship  Management  Division. 
0/C  Engkiesr,  Design  &  Manufacturing  Quality. 
Tsch  Ok.  Theater  Nudear  Warfare  Pr^  Office. 
Asst  Dap  Commander  for  ElectrorUc  Warfare. 

Dap  Prog  Manager,  Tech  Ok  Attack  Subm  Prog. 
Dep  Prog  Mgr,  Surface  Combatants  Prog  Office. 
Ok,  Nudear  Propulsion  Logistics  Division. 

Dep  Prog  Manager,  Akcralt  Carrier  Prog  Ofc. 
Director  tor  SubmaAre  Refuelings. 

Ok,  Surface  Ship  Systems  Division. 

Deputy  Director,  Nudear  Components  Div. 

Ok,  Reactor  Plant  Safety  &  Analysis  DIvisioa 
Ok,  Ship  SHendng  Office. 

Ok,  Propulsion  Systems  Subgroup. 

Ok,  Hull  System  Subgroup. 

Exec  Dk,  WCS  Directorate. 

Director,  Field  Operations  Subgroup. 

Director,  Mad*)^  Group. 

Asst  Deputy  Commander  tor  Combat  Sys  Eng. 
Director.  Materials  Engineering  Office. 

CVD  D/T  Dk,  AMPH  A  Combat  S/S  Logistic  Div. 
Dep  Ok,  Electrical  Systems  Subgroup. 

Exec  Ok,  Anli-Ak  A  Surface  Warfare  Systems. 
Exec  Ok,  Ship  Design  A  Engmg  Directorate. 

Prog  Mgr,  Amphibious  WAS  SeaMl  Prograra 
Ok,  Naval  Shipyard  Mgt  Group. 

Dk,  Surface  Sterns  Contracts  DIvisioa 
Assoc  Dkector  for  Regulatory  Affairs. 

Asst  Dep  Commander,  Surface  A  Area  AAW  Syst. 
Exec  Ok,  Amph,  Aux,  Mkw  A  Sealift  Ships  Ok. 

Dk,  Reactor  Refueling  DIvisioa 

Deputy  Counsel  Naval  Sea  Systems  Command. 

Ok  Environmental  Protection  Office. 

Prog  Mgr,  Deep  Submergence  Syst  Prog. 

Asst  Dep  Comr  A  Dep  Prog  Mgr— Ship  Self  Del. 
Technical  Director. 

Dk,  HRO-CC/C  Aut  for  Civliian  P  A  EEO  Prog. 
Technical  Director. 

Dep  Dk,  Carderock  OivisiorVDk,  Navsses. 
Executive  Director. 

Technical  Dkector. 

Executive  Director. 

Chf  Res  Scientist  (Arctic  Submarine  Tech). 
Executive  Director. 

Technical  Dkedor. 

Executive  Director. 
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Agwcy.  (NganlzaSon 


Nawil  Suitec*  WWtera  CsnUr,  CwdMOcit  OMbAw . - . 


OV^BCv  •*•• 


Nbm*  Undwsaa  Wwlara  Csnlar  DMslon.  N«Mporl.  Ri  . . . 


M««l  Supply  SjelWM  Coinmand  Hitqips _ 


Navy  SNp«  Parts  Coneol  Canler _ -  - _ _ _ 

Navy  Avtailon  Supply  OWce _ _ _ _ 

Navy  Flaal  Malaital  Support  OMca _ _ _ 

Naval  Supply  CarSar,  NottoSi _ _ _ 

US.  Martew  Corps  Haadquartats  OlUoa _ 


Martrra  Corps  Systsms  Corwaand . . 

Mertrw  Corps  LogMcs  Baa*  Atony.  QA _ 

owes  ol  Naval  Rasaaiclt _ _ _ _ _ 


Casaar  rsaarvad  poaWons 


Haad,  Coastal  Tachnology  DapartmenL 

Haad,  Englnaailng  Taal  *  Oparations  OapL 

Haad.  'Tiiniomn  OasL 

Assoe  Dir  for  Syal  OavalAlaad,  Sysl  OapL 

DIractor. 

Aaaoc  E)lr  for  Siructuraa/Haad.  SSPO. 
AasoeOklHaadCytO. 

Aaaoc  DifMaad  Ship  Aoousttca  Dapt 
Aaaoc  DldHaadPASa 
Aaaoc  DldHaad  Ship  Hydrorwachanics  Dapt 
Aaaoc  Oir.  MST/Haad,  SMEO. 

Aaaoc  DIdHaad  Ship  Electro  Signatures  Dept. 

Asaoc  Dir  for  TadVDir  ol  Tachnology  A  Plans. 

Esac  DIractor. 

Haad  Strslagic  Syatama  DapartmenL 
Haad.  Weapons  Systems  Department. 

Head.  Undanaatar  Systams  OepaitmanL 
Head.  CombM  Systems  Oapatmterd. 

Aaaoc  Esac  OIr  lor  Evaluallort. 

Haad  Eng  A  Mo  Sysl  Dept. 

Head.  Etactrontes  Systems  DepartmanL 
Deputy  Executive  DIractor. 

HaaKt.  Research  A  Tachrwiogy  Department. 

Head.  Protective  Systems  Oepartrnent 
Head.  Wartara  Systems  Department. 

Head.  SubmarIna  Sonar  Department. 

Assoc  Tech  Dir  lor  Technology. 

Tech  Oir,  ConeuManl. 

Head,  Test  A  Evaluation  Department. 

Assoc  Tech  Oir  lor  Submar  Combat  Control  ACOU. 
Assoc  Techn  Dir  for  Submarine  Warlare  Systs. 

A/T  Oir  for  Surface  Ann-Submarine  Warfare  ASW. 

HD,  Submarine  Electromagnetic  Sys  DepL 
He^  Combto  Control  Systems  OepartrnenL 
Head,  Combat  Systems  Analysis  Stan. 

DIractor  ol  OpatMons. 

Counsel 

Asst  Oep  Cmdr  lor  Pin  MgmUComp. 

OompalMon  Advocate  Gen/AOC,  Contracting  Mgr. 
Director  ol  Contracting  lor  Spedai  Programs. 

Dsp  Cmmr  lor  Inlo  Resources  ManagemenL 
Dep  Commander  lor  Corporate  ManagemenL 
Dir  Advanced  Logis  Tech  Div.  - 
Prog  Mgmt  and  Tadmology  Program  Mgml  Office. 
Executiva  DIractor. 

Executive  Dir  lor  Contracts  A  Busirress  MgmL 
Exec  Dir,  AcquisWon  A  Logistics  Ping  A  Suppt. 
Executive  Dir,  Logistes  Planning  A  Support. 

Exec  Dir,  Aoquisilion  Mgmt  A  Planning. 

Exec  Dir,  ADP  System  Planrting  and  Devetopment. 
Executiva  DIraaor,  Planning  and  Resources. 

PIscai  Dir  ol  to  Marine  Coto. 

Dir.  Comracts  Division. 

Counsel  lor  to  CommandanL 
Deputy  Asst  Chief  ol  Stall  intaSigence. 

Asst  Dap  CM  of  Stall  lor  Instaltattons  A  Log. 

Asst  Oep  Chial  ol  Stall  lor  Manpower. 

Asst  Oep  CM  ol  Stall  for  Requirements  A  Prog. 
Executive  Director. 

Comptroller. 

Executive  Oir  lor  Logistics  Operations. 

Assoc  Oir,  ONR/Dir,  Research  Prog  Dept. 

Oir  Anti/A^  Anti/Surf  Wart  A  Aerspace  Tec  Dv. 

Dir.  Fin  Mgmi/Compt/Spec  Asst  (FM)  To  Asn  (R.EAS). 
Oireclor,  Ofc  of  Naval  Research. 

Dir  of  Planning  and  AssessmenL 
Oep  Oir  lor  Technology  Programs. 

Oirsctor,  Computer  Science  Division. 

Dir,  Ocean  Btology/Optics/Chemislry  Div. 

Dir,  OMica  ol  Advanced  Tachnoloi^ 

Senior  Advisor  to  to  Navy  Chair. 

Dap  Dir,  OntIDfr.  Ping  A  Asaaas  OIractorala. 

DP.  OWca  ol  Naval  Technology. 

DIractor,  Aoquisitioa 
Deputy  Counsel  (Patents). 

Ok.  Orean  Em  Diu. 

Dk.  Industry  kKfapandsnt  Roe  A  Davaf  Ok. 

Counsel,  Ollica  ol  Naval  Raeoarch. 

Dkactor,  Physics  Dtilatoiii 
Okactor,  Charatstpy  Dtvlslotti 

Dk,  ftvppffft  Technology  Ptff^^iT^faie 
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Agency,  otganization 


Ofc  of  Naval  Research  Detachment,  Boston  . . . . — 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  Stennis  Space  Center  — . — 


NATO  Saclant  ASW  Research  Center - - - - 

Naval  Research  Laboratory . . . . 


Defense  Nuclear  Facilities  Safely  Board; 


Department  of  Education: 

Office  of  Management  &  Budget  Chief  Financial  Officer . 

Office  of  Human  Resources  and  Administtatlon . . . 


Inspector  General 


Caraer  reserved  posMons 


Dk,  Cognitive  &  Neural  Sdencee  DIv. 

Director,  Ue  Sciences  Directorate. 

Director,  Bioiogicai  Sciences  Division. 

Dk,  Mathematical  &  Physical  Sdencee  Dk. 

Dk,  Mathematical  SdencOs  Division. 

Dk,  Engineering  Sdencee  Directorate. 

Director,  Electronics  DIvisioa 

Dk,  Qeo-Aooustics/Arctic  Sdencee  DN. 

Ok,  Ocean  &  Atmospheric  Physics  Div. 

Ok,  Ocean  Sdanca  Dkactorata. 

Deputy  Comptrolar. 

Dk,  Anti  Submarine  Warefae  &  Undersea  Tech. 
Director,  Materlais  Division. 

Ok,  Univetaily  Business  Affairs. 

Ok,  Operallona  Resources  &  Management  Dkecto. 
Assoc  Dk,  Research  Prog  Department 
Spec  Asst  to  the  Dk,  ONR  for  Oceans  Sciences. 
Dk,  Applied  Physics  Field  DIvisioa 
Technicai  Dkeclor. 

Assoc  Tech  Dk  A  Dk,  OPS  Res  A  Stral  Pking. 
Assoc  Tech  DAD,  Atmospheric  Sd  Dkectorata. 
Assoc  Tech  Dk  A  Dk,  Ocean  Science  Directorate. 
Assoc  Tech  Dk  A  Dk,  Ocean  Acoustics  A  Tech  Ok. 
Director  NATO  Sadanl  Asw  Research  Centre. 
SuperimerKlent,  Chemistry  DIvisioa 
Superintendent  Opiicai  Sciences  Div. 

Supl  Materlais  Sd  and  Tech  DMsioa 
Superintendent  Plasma  Physics  ON. 

Su^  Condensed  Matter  A  Radkrtion  Sd  DN. 

Assoc  Dk  of  Res  for  Mali  Sd  A  Comp  Technot 
Superimerxlent  Info  Technd  DN. 

Head  Combustion  and  Fuels  Brwich. 

Chf  Sd,  Lab  tor  Sbucture  of  Matter. 

Dk  of  Research. 

Suparkitandant  Space  Science  ON. 

Su^  Radar  DN. 

Assoc  Ok  of  Res  tor  Gen  Sd  A  Technot 
Supt  Acoustics  DN. 

Superimendent  Electronics  Technology  DN. 

Supt  Tactical  Electronic  Warfare  DN. 

Supt  Urxtarwalar  Sound  Reference  ONIsioa 
Chief  Sd  Lab  tor  Computatlonai  Physics. 

Chf  Sdentist  A  Head,  Solar  Physics  Program. 

Chf  ScMHaad,  Radio/Infrared  Astronomy  Progr. 
Assoc  Ok  of  Res  tor  Business  Operations. 

ChM  Sdentist  A  Beam  Physics  Program. 

Mgr.  Joint  Space  Systems  Technology  Programs. 
Assoc  Ok  Res  tor  Ocean  A  Atmoeph^  Sd  Tee. 
Head  Opt  Tech  Strategic  Planning  Organizatloa 
SuparkMandent  Space  Syst  Technology  Osp. 
Head  Eled  Warfare  Strategic  Planning  Org. 

Assoc  Dk  of  Rese  tor  Technical  Services. 

Assoc  Dk  of  Research  tor  Strategic  Planning. 
Head  Program  Coordination  Office. 

Assoc  Ok  of  Res  tor  Warfare  Sys  A  Senors  Res. 
Superlntondent  Space  Syst  Devslopmant  Dep. 
Superintendent  Spacecraft  Engineering  Dap. 

Ok,  Naval  Center  tor  Space  Technology. 

Chief  Sdentist  tor  Telacom  A  Director. 

SHa  Review  Officer. 

Site  Review  Officer. 

Site  Review  Officer. 

Site  Review  Officer. 

Site  Review  Officar. 

Dep  Gen  Counsel  tor  Pol  A  Liligatloa 
Chief.  Health  Physics  Branch. 

Deputy  General  Manager. 

Deputy  Director  tor  Financial  Management. 

Dk  Admin  Resource  Management  Sarvioa. 
Director  Parsonnal  Management  Servica. 

Dkactor  Financial  Management  Service. 

Director,  Grants  and  Contracts  Service. 
Chalipersoa  Education  Appeal  Board. 

.  Deputy  Inspector  GeneraL 

Assistark  Inspector  General  tor  Audtts. 

Asst  Insp  Gen  tor  Policy  Ping  A  Mgtrk  Setv. 

Asst  Inspector  General  tor  krvastlgalioa 
Dep  Asst  kwp  Gen  tor  AudH  Opankiona. 

Osp  Asst  Inspector  Gen  tor  Techn  Audit  Svc. 
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I 


Agtncy.  ofganUallon 


Caiaar  reserved  positions 


General  Counsel - 

Educational  Research  and  Improvamanl 
NaOonai  Cantor  tor  Educalton  StoSsttcs 


Associate  Inapector  General. 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  General  tor  InvesHgatton. 
Asst  General  Counsel  tor  Educational  Equity. 
Asst  Gen  Counsel  tor  Regulations. 

Asst  Gen  Coun  tor  DIv  ot  Legislative  Counsel. 
Asst  Gen  Coun  tor  Postseoondary  Ed  &  Ed  Res. 
Research  Coordinator. 

Senior  Advisor  on  Library  Programs. 

Admr,  Nall  Center  tor  Educational  Statistics. 
Assoc  Comr,  Elem/Second  Educ  Stat  Division 
Assoc  Comr,  Data  CoHection  &  Dissemination. 
Assoc  Comr  tor  Stat  Std  &  Methodology  Dhr. 
Assoc  Comm  Education  Assessment  Division. 


Department  ol  Energy; 

Olfice  ot  Heertrigs  A  Appeato - - - 

Atxjquerque  Operations  OIBoe . . . . 


Chicago  Operations  Office  ...  .. 

Meurvto  Opemrions  OfUne  . 

Oak  Ridge  Operations  Office  - 

RIchiand  Operations  OMce - 

San  Frandsoo  OpanMtona  ONIce _ 

Savannah  River  Operations  OMoe  .... 


VVestom  Area  Poerar  AdmMatraSon _ 

Ofe  ol  toe  Inspector  General _ _ 


Oto  ol  Asst  inap  Gan  tor  AudNs _ _ _ 

Oto  ol  Asst  Insp  Gen  tor  Inopecitons _ _ _ 

Die  ol  Asst  Inap  Gan  tor  tnyeedgaPona _ _ 

Energy  totormaSon  AdmlrMralon _ 

Olflee  ol  OH  &  Gas _ _ 


Oto  at  CoaL  Nuclear,  Electric  A  AMemale  Fuats  _ 


OMce  ol  Energy  Mariiets  A  End  Uas _ 


OMce  ol  StaHstical  StUKtords _ _ 

AasI  See  tor  Consemadon  A  nanawatita  Energy  ■  ■  - 


Dep  Dir  for  Legal  Analysis. 

Dep  Dir  tor  Financial  Analysis. 

Dap  Dir  tor  Econ  Analysis. 

Dk,  Weapons  Quality  DMsioa 
Dir  TranspoftaHon  Safeguards  DIv. 

Dir  Budget  A  Resources  Mgnt  DIv. 

Dk,  Production  Assurance  A  Ops  Division. 

Dk,  Weapons  Programs  Div. 

Project  Manager,  Wipp  Project  Site  Olfice. 

Dir  of  Emergency  Plans  A  Operations. 

Asst  Manager. 

Dk  Oto  of  Mgl  Plan  A  Analysis. 

Dir,  Waste  Mgmt  A  Operational  Surety  Div. 

Asst  Manager  for  Adrninistratioa 
Area  Manager  Batavia  Area  Office. 

Asst  Mgr  for  Latwratory  Management 
Deputy  Manager  tor  Business  Management. 
Chief  Financial  Officer. 

CNel  Counsel. 

Assistant  Manager  for  Administration. 

Asst  Manager  for  Administration. 

Chief  Financial  Officer. 

Asst  Mgr  for  Admin. 

Assistant  Manager  for  Operations. 

Assistant  Manager  for  Technical  Support. 
Assistant  Manager  tor  Projects. 

Asst  Mgrtor  Admki. 

Asst  Mgr  tor  Admin. 

Asst  Mgr  for  Site  Safeguards  A  Security. 

Chief  Financial  Officer. 

Asst  Admr  for  Mgmt  Sves. 

Spec  Asst  for  Policy  arrd  Planning. 

Counsel  to  the  Inst^or  General 
Asst  Inspec  Gen  for  Pol  A  Ping  A  Mgt. 

Martager,  Western  Regional  Audit  Olfica. 
Director,  Program  Development  DIvisioa 
Manager,  Eastern  Regional  Audit  Olfice. 
Director,  Audit  Management  Division. 

Dk,  CapHol  Rej^onal  Audit  Office. 

Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Inspections  A  Analysis. 
Asst  Irtspeclor  General  tor  Investigations. 
Deputy  Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Investigations. 
Dkeclor,  EIA-Af^  Services  Staff. 

Dk,  Oto  of  Integration  Nal  A  Forecasting. 

Ok,  Oto  of  OH  and  Gas. 

Director,  Petroieum  Supply  Division. 

Chief  Data  Analysis  and  Support  Branch. 

Dk,  Reserves  arrd  Natural  Gas  DIvisioa 
Director,  Petroleum  Marketing  DIvisioa 
Dk,  Oto  of  Coal  Nud  Elec  A  Altem  Fuels. 
Director,  Electric  Ponver  DIvisioa 
Dk,  Nuclear  arto  Alternate  Fuels  Division. 

Ok,  Coal  DIvisioa 

Ok,  Energy  Supply  A  Comrersion  Olv. 

Dk,  Analysis  A  S^tems  ON. 

Ok.  Surv^  Mgml  ON. 

Okactor,  Oto  ot  Energy  Merkels  A  End  Uea. 
Director,  Economics  A  Statistics  Division. 

Dk,  IntemI  A  Contingency  Planning  Division. 
Dk,  Energy  Analysis  A  ForecasHng  Division. 

Dk,  Energy  End  Use  Div. 

Dk,  EEUISO. 

Ok,  Erreigy  Derrwrxl  A  tntegrailon  ON. 

Ok,  Oto  StalMical  Standards. 

Dkeclor,  QuaHly  Assurance  DNisioa 
Director,  Waste  Material  Management  Division. 
Dk,  WindIHydiQfOcew)  Technology  Division. 
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Agency,  organizatkxi 


~  OWice  or  Renewable  Tachnotogy . . . - . . 

Office  of  Nuclear  Sataly . . . . . . — . . 


Asst  Secretaiy  for  Environment,  Safety  &  Heaftb - 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Dafonae  PiDgrams _ 

Dep  Asst  Sec  for  MWtaiy  AppUcallon - 

Deputy  Assistant  Secret  for  FacMHee . . 


Career  reeanred  poeStone 


Dir,  Ofc  Solar  Energy  Conveoloa 
Aeaoc  Dep  Aset  SecrelBiy  for  tMMy  Tech. 

Dir,  Ofo  o(  waste  Reduction  Tech. 

Dir,  Qeothetmal  Division. 

Dk,  Nudear  Safely  Enforcement  Division. 

Dap  Dk,  kwaat  Nudaar  Safety  Enforoamant  ON. 
Dap  Ok  (Laga8,  Nudaar  Sfiy  Entorcament  ON. 
Dkactor,  OHIoa  of  Envkonmental  AudK. 

Dk,  Oflloe  of  Envkonmamal  Compaenca. 

Deputy  Dk.  Ote  SaM  Assess  &  Emacgancy  MgmL 
Assoc  Dap  Aast  Secy  tor  MMlaiy  Appltoatton. 

Ok,  Ofo  of  Ras.  Oavatopmant  ft  Testing  Fad. 
Nudaar  weapons  CoDtiplex  Protscr  Menagsr. 

Ok,  Ofo  af  Rslit  Sacurlty  OverslBhC 
Dk,  Office  of  Inapectlons. 


Deputy  Asst  Secry  tor  Weapons  for  CompleK  Recontigurali . 

Das  tor  Planning  ft  Reeouree  Management . . . . 

Rocky  Flats  Office  . . . . . 


Dep  Asst  Sec  for  Energy  Emergencies 

Of^  of  Energy  naeoareh . 

Office  of  Management . 


Office  of  Health  ft  Environmental  Research 
Office  of  Fusion  Energy . 

Office  of  Basic  Energy  Sdertces . . 


Office  of  High  Energy  ft  Nuclear  Physics . . 

Ofc  of  Superconducting  Super  CoMder . 

Science  and  Technology  Adviser. . . . 

Dep  A/S  Sec  for  Mgmt  Planning  ft  Technfcat  Coonf 

/^ssistanl  Secrdary  for  Nudear  Energy . 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  ter  Navat  Reactors  . 


Tsctmical  Ptiiftjlufi 

Dk,  Ofo  of  Environ  Safely  H  ft  Q  Assurance. 
Director,  Ofc  Mgmt  Support 
Dk,  Ofc  Program  Anal^  ft  Financial  Mgmt 
Manager,  Rocky  Ftslr  Office. 

Dep  Mgr,  Rocky  Flats  Office. 

Aset  Mgr  tor  Envkonmerast  Mgmt 
Dk,  Ofc  of  Energy  Emergency  Pot  ft  Eval. 

Assoc  Ok,  Ofc  of  Sdantllk:  Computing. 

Deputy  Ok  tor  Management. 

Director  tor  Management 

Deputy  Dk  tor  Nudaar  Safety  Safoguard. 

Ok,  Office  of  Assessment  ft  Support 
Dk,  Health  Etfacts  Research  ONisfon. 

Dk,  International  Programs  Staff. 

Ok,  Confkramorrt  Sydems  DN. 

Dk,  Errgr  Math  arrd  Geo  Sd  DN. 

Ok.  Cham  Sd  ON. 

Dk,  Mat  Sd  DN. 

Cht,  Processes  and  Tech  Br. 

Dk.  High  En  Physics  DN. 

Assoc  Dk  tor  Superconducting  Super  CoMds. 

Dk  for  University  ft  Science  Ed  Prog. " 

Director,  Ofc  of  Resource  Management 
Dk,  Nudear  Operations  ft  Analysis;. 

Dk  Reactor  Safety  ft  Computaton  DN. 

Ok,  Submaifrw  Sterns  DN. 

Dk.  kistnjmanlation  ft  Control  DN. 

Dkactor,  Office  of  Resources  Management 
Dep  Dk,  KaeselinglWlndsor/SltNCGN/S6Q  Rec  Sv. 
Asst  Program  Manager  ter  Surface  Shipe. 

Deputy  Dkactor  for  Naval  Reactors. 

Prog  Mgr  for  Prototypes  ft  Sapso. 

Asst  Chief  Physicist 
Director.  Nudear  Technology  DN. 

Ok,  Reactor  Engineering  DNisioa 
Heed  Crrrs  Manufaclurtog  Branch. 

Dap  Director,  Reactor  Maleriais  Division. 

Director,  Fiscai  Division. 


Schnectady  Naval  Reactors  Office . . . - . - . . . 

Pittsburgh  Naval  Raactota  Office . . . . . ...» . - . 


Dep  Asst  Secretary  toe  CNMart  nsactor  Development . . . . 

Office  of  Adminisifafion - - - - - - - - - - - 

Associate  Director  for  Admkt  MfoftFacMgt  - - - - - - - 

Office  of  Adminlstrattve  Sentoes . . . . . . 


Ofc  of  Pn^ed  ft  raelffilss  Management - 

Ofc  of  Irm  Pol,  Plans  ft  Oversi(^ — - 

Associate  Dkactor  tor  Hutaan  Resourcse  MgsN 
Office  of  Personnel  . . . . 


Program  Manager  for  Shipyard  Matters. 

Ok,  Nuclear  Components  DNisioa 
Senior  Naval  Reactors  Representative. 

Manager.  West  Milton  Field  Ofc. 

Prog  Manager  for  Advanced  Submaifnas. 

Head  Advancad  Concepts  Branch. 

Senior  Naval  Reactors  Representative. 

Director,  Acquisition  DNisioa 
Asst  Manager  tor  Operations. 

Sr.  Naval  Reactors  Rep.  (Nwpt  News). 

Senior  Naval  Reactors  R^  (Pearl  Harbor). 
Manager,  idsho  Branch  Office. 

Aast  Mariagar  tor  Operations; 

Ok,  Isotope  Production  ft  Distrtwiion  Prog. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Intormallon  Resources  ManagemenL 
Dep  Assoc  Ok  for  Admin  Info  ft  Facilities  Mgt. 

Dep  Dk  of  AdministratNe  Senricas  (QTN). 

Dep  Ok  of  Administrative  Senrices  (Wash,  DC). 
Director.  Polcy  DevetopmeN  ONWon. 

Dep  Dk,  Ofc  of  AOP  MgmL 

Dk.  Ofeaf  kwrPoL  PM^  ft  Oversight 

Dk,  OWca  of  Personnel  ft  Career  DavelopmenL 

Dk,  Cwpleyeaft-aberffift  P  CvaluatleaDMsten. 
Dk,  of  PersonrreL 


■  ■■■*P*JPI|W*p**^.P  J- 
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Agency,  organization 


Career  teaerved  poeltlona 


Ote  ol  Organization  S  Management  System 


Director  Otc  ot  Civilian  Radioactive  Waste  Management . 

Office  of  New  Production  Reactors _ _ _ 

Office  of  Business  Mgt . . . . . . . . 


Office  of  Environmental  Restoration  arxl  Waste  Mgmt 

Office  of  Technology  Devefopment . 

Office  of  Procurerrt^  Asaistartce  A  Program  Mgt _ 

Ofc  of  Assoc  Dk  for  Procurement,  Asstce  A  Property  . 


Office  of  Policy 


Office  of  Clearance  and  Support 


Office  of  Management  Review  A  Assistance . . . . 

Ofc  of  Contractor  Human  Resource  Mgt . . . . . 

Associate  DIreclor  for  Pgrtt/Proj  Mgt  A  Control . . . . . 

Ofc  of  Pgnv/ProJ  Mgt . . . . 

Associate  Dir  for  HQ  Procurement  Opns . 


Office  of  Fin  Management  A  Controller  ... 


Office  of  Budget 


Office  of  Compliance  A  Audit  Liaison . 

Ofc  of  Dept  Acct  A  Fin  Systems  Devefopment 

Office  of  Headquarters  Aoci  Operatlone . 

Ofc  of  SmaH  A  Disadvantaged  Bus  Utilization . 
Office  of  Security  Affairs  . 


Office  of  Contractor  Employee  Protection  . 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  Ofc  of  the  Asst  Admr  lor  Admin  A  Resources  Manage- 
menL 


Office  of  the  Comptroller 


Office  of  Admirristration 


Office  of  Information  Resources  Mar^agement 


Ofc  of  Adminisirstion  A  Resources  Mgmt— Cincinnati  OH  . 
Offico  of  Administration  A  Resources  Mgmt— RTP,  NC . 


Office  of  Human  Resource  Management . . ^... 


National  Enforcemenl  Investigations  Ctr-Oenver . 

Office  of  Crimirtal  Enforcemenl . 

Office  of  Compliance  Analysis  Program  Operations 


Dep  Dir,  of  Personnel. 

Dir  Ofc  of  Org  and  Mgmt  Sys. 

Dir,  Management  Sys  Anah^  ON. 

DIreclor,  Management  Systems  Division. 

Dk,  Organization  A  Manpower  Analysis  ON. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Organization,  Res  A  Facilities  Mgt 
Assoc  Dir.  Office  of  System  A  Compliance. 
Deputy  Project  Officer. 

Dk  Ofc,  of  Business  Management 
Deputy  Dk,  Ofc  of  Business  Management. 

Assoc  Das  for  Oversight  A  Sen-Assessment 

Dk,  DN  of  Res  A  Devefopment 

Dkector  of  Procurement  A  Assistance  Mgmt 

Assoc  Dk,  Ofc  of  Procurement  Asst  A  Property. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Contractor  Mgmt  A  Admia 

Dir,  Ofc  of  PoNcy. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Policy. 

Director,  Office  of  Clearance  and  Support. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Clearance  A  Support 
Dkector,  Procurement  Management  Rev  DN. 

Dk,  Ofc  Mgmt  Review  A  Assistance. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Industrial  Relations. 

Assoc  Ok  for  ProseanVProj  Mgt  A  Ctrl 
Dir,  Prog/Corrst  Mgm,  Proce  A  Operations  ON. 
Ok,  Ofc  of  Procurement  Operations. 

Dep  Dk,  Ofc  ot  Procur  Op. 

Deputy  Controller. 

Contrr^. 

Dk.  Ofc  of  Budget 
Dep  Dk,  Ofc  of  Budget. 

Dkector,  Budget  An^sls  Division. 

Director,  Budget  Operations  Division. 

Ok,  Ofc  Com^nce  and  Audit  Liaison. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Dep  Accounting  A  Fin  Sys  Dev. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Headquarters  Accounting  Operations. 
Dk,  of  Sm  and  Disadv  Bus  Utitz. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Classification  A  Technology. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Security  Affairs. 

Dep  Dk,  Ofc  of  Security  Affairs. 

Dk,  Office  ot  Contractor  Employee  Protection. 
Dep  Asst  Admr  for  Admin  A  Rmources  Mgmt. 

Dep  Asst  Admr  lor  Mgt 

Dep  Asst  Admr  for  Finance  A  Acquisition. 

Se^  Advisor  lor  Envkonmentat 
Ok,  Ofc  of  the  Comptroller. 

Ok,  Firtatwiai  Mgmt  DN. 

Associate  Com^Mroller. 

Director,  Budget  ONIsiort 

Assoc  Ok,  Financial  Management  Division. 

Dk,  Resource  Management  Division. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Administratiort 
Deputy  Dk,  Ofc  of  Administration. 

Ok.  Grants  Admin  ON. 

Dir,  Procurement  A  Contracts  Mgmt  Division. 

Ok,  Facilities  A  Support  Services  Division. 
Director,  Management  A  Organization  Division. 
Ok,  New  Head^rters  ProiM  Staff. 

Dk,  Sfty,  Health  A  Envkonrnental  Mgmt  ON. 

Sr  Advisor  to  the  Dk/P  A  C  Mgmt  ON. 

Assoc  Ok  lor  Superfund/RCA  Procurement  Oper. 
Dk,  Ofc  of  krlorrnation  Resurces  Martagement. 
Dep  Ok,  Otc  of  Information  Resources  Magnt. 

Dk,  Administrative  Systems  Division. 

Dk,  Information  Management  A  Services  DN. 
Dkector,  Program  Systems  Division. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Admin  artd  Resources  Management. 
Dep  Dk,  Ofc  of  Admin  A  Resources  Mgt  Rtp. 
Dkector  Office  of  Administralion  A  Res  Mgmt. 
Director,  Office  of  Data  Processing. 

Assoc  Dk,  Ofc  of  Adm  A  Res  Management. 
DIreclor,  Office  of  Human  Resource  Mgmt 
Special  Assistant  to  Dkector,  OHM. 

D^  Ok.  lor  PoL  Programs  A  Exec  Resources. 
Dep  Dk  for  Operations  Comm  A  ClierS  Services. 
Dk.  Exec  Res  A  Spec  Prog  ON. 

Ok,  Natl  Errforcement  Invmtigatione  Center. 
Special  Asst  to  the  Ok  NEIC. 

Director,  Office  of  Crknlrral  Enforcement. 

Ok.  Ofc  CompNarKe  Analysis  Prog  Operations. 
Dep  Ok,  Ofc  ol  CompNance  A  A  P  O^rations. 
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AgMcy.  organization 
Olfica  o»  Po«cy  Antfysli  . . 


Office  of  Reguiatory  Management  and  EwAialion 
Office  of  International  AciMttee  . . . . 

Office  of  die  Inapaclor  Cteoemf . 


Office  of  WasteMatar  EnfoccameMl  and  Compliance . . . 

Office  of  Science  and  Technology . . . 

Office  of  Wetlands,  Oceans  and  Watersheds . . . 

Office  of  Ground  Water  A  DdnUng  Water . . . . . 

Office  of  Waste  Pfogcame  Bnibicement . . . 

Office  of  Solid  Waste  . . . . — . 

Office  of  Emergency  wtd  rtemnrtlal  Rsspoaee  . . . . . 

Ofcolthe  Asst  AdmrtorAkandnadiallDO . . . 

Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standaids _ _ 


Office  of  Mobile  Sources . . . . . 

Office  of  Radiation  &  Indoor  Air _ ■ 


Office  of  Atmospheric  Programs . . ; 

Ofc  of  Asst  Admr  for  Pesticides  &  Toxic  Substances 
Office  of  Pesticides  Programs _ 


Office  of  Pollution  PrevnnIiQn  and  Toxics _ 


Ofc  of  Research  Program  Managemant _ 

Office  of  Health  and  Environmenlai  Assessment 

Environmentai  Criteila  &  Assessment  Ote  gRffPjf « 
Environmental  Cmatta  &  Assessment  Office  (Cf^  .. 


earner  msarved  positione 


Dir.  Water  A  Agrlmltera  PoMey  Dte 
Dir,  Air  A  Eneiw  PMtey  DMsioni 
Dir,  Waste  A  Ctwmical  Poicy  DMaion. 

Dir,  Science,  Eoon  A  Stadstics  DM. 

Dif  Sittif 

Deputy  inepecter  Osnsraf. 

Assist  fnapMler  Geo  tor  InvesHgatfons. 

Aset  Inspector  General  tor  Audds. 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  General  for  Audtts. 

Pep  Asst  Inapector  Oenerat  tor  teveedgattens. 
Asst  Inapeelor  Gen  tor  Mgml  A  Tech  AsseesmenL 
Deputy  Inspacter  GanaraL 
Spw  Asst  to  the  Inspector  General. 

Director,  Enforcement  DMsIorv 
Diractor,  Penwits  OMston. 

Diieclor,  Municipal  Support  Division: 

Senior  Science  Advisor. 

Dir,  Standards  A  Applied  Science  Division. 
Oirector,  Engineering  A  Analysis  DIvisioa 
Dir.  Health  A  Ecological  Criteria  Division. 

Dir,  Assessment  A  Watershed  Protection  DIv. 

Dir,  Oceans  A  Coastal  Proleclion  DMeien. 

Dir  Wetlands  Divisioa 

Dir,  E  A  P  Implementation  Division. 

Director,  Drinking  Water  Standaids  Division. 
Director,  GcourxJ  Water  Protection  Divisioa 
Dep  Dir,  Office  of  Waste  Programs  EnforcemenL 

Director,  RCRA  Enforcement  Divisioa 
Director,  Waste  Martagement  DivWoa 
Dir,  Characterization  A  Assessment  Divisioa 
Director,  Pennits  A  State  Programs  Division. 

Spec  Asst  to  the  Dir,  Office  of  Solid  Waste. 

Dir,  Municipal  A  Industrial  Solid  Waste  Div. 
Director,  Hazardous  Site  Evalualion  DMoiort. 

Dir,  Emergency  Response  Div. 

Oirector,  Hazardous  Site  Control  Divisioa 
Oirector,  Ofc  of  Program  Mgml  Operations. 

Dir,  Stationary  Source  Comj^nce  Divisioa 
Dir,  Emieclon  Standaids  DMstoa 
Assoc  Dir  for  Intermedia  A  Intgovt  Prog. 

Dirsetor,  Air  Quality  Managemant  Divisioa 
Director,  Technical  Support  Divisioa 
Deputy  Dir  Ofc  of  Air  Quality  Planning  A  Stds. 
Oirector,  Emission  Control  Technology  Div. 
OIreclor,  Certification  Divisioa 
Dir,  Manufacturers  Operatioits  Divisioa 
Dir,  Reid  Operations  A  Support  Divisioa 
'  Dir,  CrItsrteA  StendardeDto. 

Dir,  Surveillance  A  Emergency  Prepared  Div. 
Director,  Radon  Division. 

Dir,  Radiation  Studies  Division. 

Ok,  Global  Change  Divisioa 
Director,  Add  R^  Division. 

'  Ok,  Ofc  ol  Program  Menogoment  Operations: 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Pesticides  Programs. 

Ok,  Registration  Division. 

Director,  Program  Support  Divisioa 
'  Dk,  BiologiGal  A  Economic  Analyels  Divisioa 
Sr  Science  Advisor/Nan  Laboratory  Aud  Prog. 
Senior  Advisor 

Dk,  Spec  Review  A  Reregistration  Division. 

Dk,  Envk  Fats  and  Effects  Divisioa 
.  Dk,  Health  Effects  Division. 

Ok,  Policy  A  Special  Projects  Staff. 

Director,  Exposure  Evaluation  Divisioa 
Ok,  Existing  Chemicais  Assessment  Divisioa 
Dk,  Health  A  Environmental  Rev  Div. 

Dk,  Economics  Exposure  and  Technology  Div. 
Director,  Chemical  Control  Divisioa 
Dkector,  Information  Management  Division. 

Ok,  Pollution  Prevention  Div. 

Olf  Ot^ 

Dk. 

SpM  Aset  to  the  Dk,  Ofc  of  Res  Preg  Mgntt 
Dkector,  Exposure  Assessment  Group. 

Director,  Human  Health  Assessment  Group. 

Ok,  Environmental  Crtteria  A  Asses  Ofc  RTP. 

Dk,  Environmentai  Criteria  A  Assessment  Ofc. 


12406 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  58,  No.  41  /  Thursday,  March  4,  1993  /  Notices 


Positions  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agwwy,  oiganization 


earner  rtMfved  positions 


Atmospheric  Rsch  4  Exposure  Assessment  Lab,  RTF . . .  Dir,  Atmospheric  Res  &  Exp  Assessment  Lab. 

Emironmenlal  Monitoring  Systems  Lab— Cincinnali - - -  Dir,  Envlronmenl  Monitoring  Sysl  Lab. 

Environmental  Monitoring  Systems  Lab— Las  Vegas . . .  Dir,  Env  Monitoring  Sys  Lab,  Las  Vegas. 

Air  4  Energy  Engineering  Research  Laboratory— RTF . . . .  Dir,  Air  4  Energy  Eng  Res  Lab. 

Risk  Reduction  Engineering  Laboratory— Cincinnati . . .  Dir,  Risk  Reduction  Engtoeertng  Laboratory. 

Environmental  Research  Laboratory-Corvallis . . .  Dir,  Env  Research  Laboratory  Conrallis. 

Environmentai  Research  Laboratory— Atoens . . . . . . .  Dir,  Environmental  Research  Laboratory— Athens  GA. 

Robert  B  Kerr  Environmental  Res  Laboratory)— ADA . .  Dir,  Robert  S  Kerr  Environmental  Res  Lab. 

Environmental  Research  Laboratory— Dukith . . .  Dir,  Environmental  Research  Lab— Duluth. 

Senior  Science  Advisor. 

Environmentai  Research  Laboratory— Nanaganselt . — . .  Dir,  Environmenlai  Res  Lab,  Narragansett. 

EnMronmental  Research  Laboratory— GuN  Bree2e . .  Dir,  Env  Res  Lab  GuN  Breeze. 

Heakh  Effects  Research  LaboratofMTTF . . .  Dir,  Health  Effects  Research  Lab— RTF. 

Dap  Dir,  Heatth  Effects  Res  Lab  RTF. 

Ote  of  Technology  Transfer  4  Regulatory  Support  . . .  Dir,  Ofc  of  Technology  Transfer  4  Reg  Support. 

Center  tor  Environmenlai  Research  Infonnalion .  Dk,  Center  for  Environmental  Research  Inlo. 

Office  of  ExpiorM>ry  Research . . .  Dir,  Ofc  of  Ertoioratory  Research. 

Region  I— Boston . . .  Director,  Water  Martagemeni  Division. 

Dk,  Waste  Management  Divisioa 


Region  n— New  York 


Region  Ill-Fhitadelphia 


Region  IV— Adama 


Region  V-€hicago 


Region  VI— Dallas 


Region  Vll— Kansas  City 


Region  VIII— Denver 


Region  DC— San  Frandsoo 


Region  X— Seattle ... 


Equal  Emptoymsnl  Opportunky  Commission 

Office  of  the  ChaiitTnan _ _ _ _ 

Office  of  Federal  Operations . . 

Field  Management— East . . . . 


Regional  Counsel 

Asst  Regl  Admr  for  Ftanning  4  Management 
Dir,  Air  Fesdeides  4  Toxics  Management  Div. 
Director,  Environmerdai  Services  Division. 
Director,  Water  Management  Divisioa 
Asst  Regi  Admr  lor  FoHcy  and  Management. 

Dk,  Ak  4  Waste  Martagemenl  Divisioa 
Regional  Counsel  Re(^  II,  New  York. 

Dk,  Office  of  Emergency  4  Remedtol  Response. 
Director,  Water  Management  Division  Reg  III. 
Regional  Counsel. 

Dkector,  Hazardous  Waste  Mgml  Div. 

Director,  Environmental  Services  Division. 

Asst  Reg  Admin  lor  FoNcy  4  Management 

Dk,  Ak  Management  Divisioa 

Dk,  Chesapeake  Bay  Frogtam  Office. 

Ok,  Water  Management  Division  Region  IV. 

Ok,  Environmental  Services  Division  Region  IV. 
Asst  Regional  Admin  tor  FoHcy  and  Mgrnt 
Regional  Counsel,  Reg  IV,  Attanta,  Georgia. 
Director,  Waste  Maruigement  Divisioa 
Dk,  Ak  Management  Div  Region  V. 

Dk,  Envk  Sendees  ON  Re(^  V. 

Ok,  Water  Management  ON  Region  V. 

Asst  Reglortal  Admr  for  FoHcy  4  Management 
Regtorral  Counsel 

Director,  Waste  Management  ONIsioa 
Associate  Division  Director  for  RCRA . 

Assoc  ON  Director  lor  Superfund. 

Ok,  Great  Lakes  Nad  Frog  Ofc. 

Ok,  Ak  4  Waste  Management  DN. 

Ok  Water  Management  DNIsioa 
Director,  Environmental  Services  Division. 

Asst  Regional  Admr  for  Management 
Regional  Counsel. 

Dk,  Ak,  Fesdeides  4  Toxic  ONIsioa 

Regional  Counsel 

Dkector,  Waste  Mgrnt  Divisioa 

Asst  Reg  Admin  lor  FoHcy  4  Mgnt— Reg  Vll 

Director,  Ak  and  Toxics  ONIsioa 

Dk  Water  Management  ONisloa 

Dkector,^  4  Waste  Management  DNisloa 

Regiortal  Courtsel 

Ok  Ak  Toxics  Divisioa 

Asst  Regional  Admr  lor  FoHcy  4  Managentont. 
Director,  Water  Management  ONIsioa 
Dkector,  Ak  Martagemenl  Division 
Regional  Counsel  Reg  IX.  S«t  Fran,  Cal 
Dk,  Toxics  4  Waste  Management  ON. 

Asst  Regional  Admr  tor  FoHcy  4  Management. 
Ok,  Water  ON  Reg  X. 

Regional  Counsel 

Dkector  Ak  and  Toxics  ONIsioa 

Director,  Hazardous  Waste  ONisloa 

Inspector  General 

Ok,  Office  of  Federal  Operations. 

Frogtam  Manager  (Baltimore). 

Dist  Dk  (New  York). 

Dist  Ok  (Atlanta). 

District  Dkector  (Detroit}. 

Dist  Ok  (Miami). 
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Agency,  organization 


Fletd  Management— West 


Federal  Communications  Commission 

Office  ol  Inspector  General . 

Office  of  the  Managing  Director _ 

Mass  Media  Bureau . . . 


Ptivale  Radio  Bureau  .... 
Field  Operations  Bureau 

Common  Carrier  Bureau 


Ole  <A  Engnleerlng  Technology  . . 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency: 
Office  ot  the  Director . . . 

Office  ol  the  Inspector  General . 


Office  of  Management  Services . - . . . . 

National  Preparedness  Directorate . . . . 

Office  of  Mobilization  Preparedness . . . — . . 

Office  of  Analysis  &  Support . 

Office  of  Faculties  Management . . . . . 

Office  of  Systems  Engineering . . . . . 

Office  of  Operations . . 

Federal  Insurarrce  Administiatlon . 

Federal  Energy  Reguiaiory  Commission  (DOE): 


Career  raeerved  poeWone 


DM  Dir  (Memphis). 

DM  Oir-HSirmingham). 

DM  Dk— (New  Orteane). 

DM  Dir— (Chartotte). 

DM  Ok— (Cleveland). 

DM  Dk-<PNIadelphia). 

DM  Dk  (Houston). 

DM  Dk  (San  Francisco). 

DM  Dk  (Dallas). 

DM  Dk  (Chicago). 

DM  Dk-(SL  Louis). 

DM  Dk— (Indianapolis). 

District  Okector  (Loe  Angeles). 

DM  Ok— (Denver). 

DM  Dk— (Phoenix). 

District  Dk— (San  Antonio). 

Program  Manager  (Seattle). 

Program  Mana^  (Milwaukee). 

Inspector  General. 

Assoc  Managing  Okector/Human  Resources  Mgmt. 
Chief,  Audk)  Services  Divisloa 
Chief,  Video  Services  Divisioa 
Chf,  Enforcemertt  Oiv. 

Chief,  Land  Mobile  &  Micfowave  Division. 

Chief,  Enforcement  Division. 

AssMant  Bureau  Chief,  for  Technology. 

Chief,  Tariff  Divisioa 

Asst  Bureau  Chief  (International). 

Chief,  Domestic  Facilities  DMsioa 
Chief,  Accounting  &  Audks  Divisioa 
Chief,  Spectnjm  Engineering  Divisioa 
Chief,  Authorization  and  Evaluation  OlvMoa 

Chief  Financial  Officer. 

Deputy  Chief  Flnandai  Officer. 

Deputy  krspeclor  General. 

Asst  Inspe^  General  for  AudMing. 

Asst  krspector  General  for  InvastIgMIone. 

Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Inspections. 

Director  of  Security. 

Dk,  Office  of  Acquisition  ManagemenL 
Deputy  Associate  Director. 

Senior  Policy  Advisor. 

Asst  Assoc  Dk,  Ofc  of  Mobilization  Prepared. 

Asst  Assoc  Ok.  Ofc  of  Analysis  &  Support. 
Assistant  Assoc  Dkector. 

Special  Asst  for  Architecture  &  Tectmology. 

Asst  Assoc  Ok.  Ofc  of  Systems  Engineering. 

Asst  Associate  Dkector,  Ofc  of  Operations. 

Deputy  Administfalor. 


Ofc  of  Chief  Accountant 


Ofc  of  Hydropower  Licensing . . . — . . 

Federal  Labor  Relations  Authority-. 

■  Office  of  the  Chairman  . . . . 

Office  of  Member  . 

Office  of  Member _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Federal  Service  Impasses  Panel . . . . . 

Ofc  of  the  Executive  Director . . . . 


Ofc  of  the  General  Cour^  — 


Reglortal  Offices  . . — . . . . 


Deputy  Chief  Accountant 
Ok,  Division  of  Audits. 

Dkector,  Division  of  Accounting  Systems. 

Ok,  Div  of  mspectioa 

Chief  Couraet 

Asst  to  the  Chm  for  Prog  Dev  A  New  Initiative. 
Chief  Counsel 
Chief  Counsel  .. — 

Exec  Director  FSIP. 

Executive  Dkector. 

SoUcMor. 

Dk,  Information  Resources  A  Research  Setv. 
Oejxity  General  Counsel.  . 

Asst  General  Counsel  (Appeals). 

Asst  Gen  Counsel  Le^  Policy  A  Advice. 
Regional  Dkector— Washington,  D.C. 

Regional  Dkector— Bostoa 
Regional  Director— New  York. 

Regional  Director— Atlanta. 

Regional  Director— Dallas. 

Regional  Dkector— Chicago.  HNnois. 

Regional  Director— Los  Angeles. 

Regional  Dkector— San  Ftanciaoo. 

Regional  Director— Denver. 


Federal  Maritime  Commissioa 

Office  of  the  Members . 

Office  of  the  Managing  Director 


Secretary. 

Dep  Mattaging  Dk. 

Dir,  Bureau  of  Administration. 
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AgMqt,  oigantzaiion 

/ 


Fedeia^  Retireroeni  TMft  Invastmanl  Bowd - 


Fadaiai  Tiwle  CornmNston: 

OMcaolthe  Inspector  Ganwal 
Ole  ol  Executive  Oirecior - 


Qerwcsl  Servicee  Administration: 

OMce  ol  the  Administrator  - - 


OHIce  of  the  Chief  Flnsnflat  ONcer 
OMce  of  the  Inspector  General . . 


OMoe  of  AcquisMorv  PQMEy _ 


ONloe  of  the  ChM  FIrwneW  Officer 


Federal  Properly  Resources  Setvic* _ 

PubHc  BuHdings  Service . . 


OMce  of  MomuNon  Resources  Managemenl 

OMce  of  Federal  Supply  and  Services  . . 

Region  2— New  Yotft . . . 

Region  S-Phiadefphie _ _  ■ 

National  Captai  Region _ „ 

Region  I  Attarda . . . 

Region  S-CMcago . .  ,  ,  ,  , 

Region  6— Kansas  Ctty _ _  , 


Caieei  reserved  positions 


Prog  Manager  (OIr.  Bur  of  Trade  M  &  A). 

Dir,  Bureau  of  Investigations. 

Dir,  Bureau  of  Hearing  Counsel 
Deputy  Managing  Director. 

Assistani  General  Counsel  (Admin). 

Assistant  General  Counsel  (Programs). 

OlMClOf  Ol 

DIreclor  of  Contracts  &  Admlnistratioa 
Director  of  Automated  Systems. 

Director  of  Benefits  and  Program  Analysis. 

Diractor  of  Accounting. 

Director  of  CommunicMIons. 

bispector  General. 

Deputy  Ease  Dir  lor  Management 
Dep  Exec  Dir  for  Planning  A  Irdormation. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Sma*  A  Disadvantaged  Bus  UWtz. 

Dep  AA  lor  Operations  A  Irtclu^  RetaAons. 

Dap  Aasoc  Adatr  tor  tiatvrorti  Servfcee. 

Assoc  OIr  for  Qperationa  (CASU). 

Director  of  Personnel 

Dir  of  Administiative  Programs  A  Support 

OIr,  Total  OuaMy  Management  A  Training. 

Director  of  FInartclal  Martagemani 

[^flpufy  inspMlOi 

Asst  Inspe^  Gen  for  Auditing. 

Deputy  AastIrrspectorGerraraf  ter  AudWng. 
Counsel  to  the  Inspector  GenerM. 

Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Administralloa 
Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Investigadons. 

Asst  Inspector  General  for  Quality  Management 
Assoc  Administrator  lor  AcquisWon  PoHcy. 

Dir  of  Acquis  Mgmt  and  Cerdract  Clearance. 

PoAcy  Aim  la  Pie  Aaet  Admr  for  ACO  Policy. 

Dir,  Office  of  GSA  Acquislllon  Polcy. 

DiNMtof  oi  FtnMM; 

Director  of  Budget 
Deputy  Director  of  Finanoe. 

Asst  Comm  for  Real  Estate  Poficy/Sales  (FPRS). 
Asst  nsglonat  AdmIntsPator,  PBS  Region  10. 

Asst  Comm  for  Real  Prop  Mgml  A  Safety. 

Aaat  Comr  for  Phyelcaf  Security  A  Laar  Eni. 

Asst  Cororfor  Procurement 
Aaat  Comr  tor  Real  Property  Oevofopnrent 
Dep  Aset  Comr  for  Real  Property  Devefopmenl 
Dep  Aaat  Corrun  for  Reef  Pr^Mgmt  A  Safety. 

Asst  Comm  lor  Govt  Wide  Real  Prop  Relations. 
Spec  AsstlAast  Comr  tor  Real  Property  Dev. 

Asst  Comm  lor  Wo  Reeourees  Procuremonf. 

Dep  Asst  Coror  lor  Into  Rea  Mgmt  Polcy. 

Asst  Comr  lor  GSA  Wo  Resoorcaa  Mariegement 
Asst  Commissioner  lor  Technical  Assistance. 

Dep  Asst  Contr  lor  Regl  Telecomm  Services. 

OIr  of  Admin  and  Ptanning. 

Asst  Commissioner  for  Customer  S«e  A  Mnifieling. 
’  Aset  Commr  far  Quality  and  ConPaetAdmrt 
Asst  Commissioner  for  Commodity  Management 
Asst  ComrforTmnsponatlonA  Property  Mgt 
Director  for  Tranaportation  AudMa. 

Asst  Comm  for  OWiftouPon  Mgt. 

>  Dep  Asst  Commissioner  for  Conunoddy  Mgt. 

Asst  Reg  Admr  lor  Public  Bids  Service. 

Asst  Reg  Admr  for  Federal  Supply  Service. 

'  Asst  Reg  Admr  for  PubHc  Bids  Service. 

Asst  Reg  Admr  for  Wor  Reso  Mgmt  Ser,  NE  Zona. 
Asst  Regl  Admr  Federal  Supply  Service. 

'  Asst  Regl  Admr  for  Wo  Reeourcea  Mgmt 
Asst  Regl  Admr  for  Real  Property  MAO. 

Asst  Reg  Admr  for  Public  Bldgs  Service,  NCR. 

Dir  of  Fed  Domes  Asst  CTLG  Stall  (IRMS)  NCR. 
Asst  Reg  Admr  lor  PubHc  Bldg  Service 
Assistant  Reg  Admin  for  Inform  Res  Mgmt-R-4. 
Asst  Reg  Admr  for  Federal  Supply  A  Services. 

Asst  Reg  Admr  lor  PubHc  Bids  Service. 

Asst  Regional  Admr  for  AdminWraHon,  R6. 

Asst  Reg  Admr  for  PubHc  Bids  Servica. 

Aset  Rag  Adnar  for  Informatlorr  Raa  Managamant 
Asst  Reg  Admr  for  PubHc  Bids  Sarvica. 

Asst  Fle^  Admr  for  Wo  Resources  Mgmt  R-7. 


Region  7— forPi  Worth _ 
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Agency,  organization 


Region  S— San  Fruicisco . . 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Servicea: 

ODAS  for  Budget . . . . . . . 

OADS  for  Finance . . . . . 


/ 

ODAS  for  Management  ami  Acquisition _ 


Career  reeerved  positions 


Asst  Reg  Admr  for  Federal  Supoly  Senrice. 

Asst  Commissioner  for  Public  Buildings  SVC. 

Asst  Reg  Mm  for  Federal  Supply  Senrice. 

Asst  Reg  Admr  for  Information  Res  Management 

Dir,  Division  of  OS  Budget  Analysis. 

Dk  Div  of  Integrity  &  O^  Review 
Dep  Asst  Sec,  Finance. 

Dk,  OFC  of  Grant  &  Contract  Fin  Management 
Dk,  Office  of  Financial  Policy. 

Dk  OFC  of  Financial  Operations. 

Ok,  Office  of  Acquisition  &  Grants  Mgmt 
Dk  Office  of  Gran  &  Mgmt 
Dep  Asst  Secy,  Ogam. 


OAS  for  Planning  and  Evaluation _ _ _ _ _ 

OAS  lor  Personnel  Administration  . . . . — . 

Associate  General  Counsel  Dlvisior« . . . . . 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General . . . . 

OOIG  lor  Investigations _ _ _ _ 

OOiG  for  Audit  Services . . . . . . 

OOIG  for  Analysis  &  Inspections  _ _ : _ _ _ _ 

Office  of  Program  Support . . 1 . . . . . 

Ofc  of  Information  Systema^Child  Support  Systems ... - 

OAA  lor  Management - - - - - 

OAA  lor  Operations  — - - - - - - 

OAA  for  Program  Development - - - - 

OAS  for  Hea^  . . . . . . . 

Regional  Admkrlstralors . . . - . . . 

Alcohol,  Drug  Abuse  &  Mental  Health  Admin . 

Natl  Inst  on  Alcohol  Abuse  &  Alcoholism . . . . 


National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse 


National  InstHute  of  Mental  Health . . . . . . . 


Intramural  Research 


Dep  to  Deputy  Asst  Secry  for  Plann  &  Evakiat 
Asst  Sec  for  Personnel  Administration. 

Dk,  OFC  of  Human  Reiatiorw. 

Dk,  Center  for  Human  Ree  Strategic  P  &  P. 

Assoc  Gen  Coun,  Business  &  Adm  Law  Division. 
PrindpaiDep  Inspector  General 
Asst  Inspector  Qen  for  Mgmt  &  Poicy. 

Dep  kwp  Gen  for  Investiqations. 

Asst  Imp  General  for  Cnminai  Investigalions. 

Asst  kwp  Gen  for  Civil  &  Adm  Remedies. 

Asst  kwp  Gen  for  kweMigation  P  &  O. 

Dep  Inspector  General  for  AudH  Services. 

Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Soda!  Security  Audtts. 

Asst  kwp  Gen  for  Human,  F  &  D  Serv  Audits. 

Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Healih  Care  Fin  Audits. 
Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Audit  Pol  &  OversIghL 
Asst  kwp  Gen  for  Public  Health  Serv  Audits. 

Dep  kwp  Gen  tor  Evaluation  &  Inspections. 

Asst  kwp  Gen  for  Arwiysis  &  kwpectiorw. 

Director,  Ofc  of  Program  Support 
Dk,  Ofc  of  Fkwrtciai  MatwgernenL 
Dep  Dk,  Ofc  of  Financial  Management 
Dk,  Ofc  of  Intor  Systems/Child  Support  Sys. 

Dk,  Office  of  Financial  Management 
Chief  Actuary. 

Dk,  Bureau  of  Data  Management  and  Strategy. 
Dep  Dk,  Bureau  of  Data  Management  &  StrM^. 
Dk,  Office  of  Medkare  &  Medfowd  Cost  Est 
Dk,  Office  of  Acquisittone  and  Grants. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Prog  Adm,  Bur  of  Prog  Operations. 
Director,  Office  of  Financiai  Operations. 

Dk,  Office  of  Demonstratiorw  and  Evalualions. 

Dk,  Office  of  Research. 

Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Management 
Director,  Office  of  Resource  Management 
Dk,  Div  of  Public  HeaNh  Service  Budget 
Director,  Ofc  of  Scientific  kaegrity  Review. 
Director,  Office  of  Research  Integrity. 

Director,  Div  of  Research  Inlagrity  Assurance. 
Regl  Health  Administrator. 

Assoc  Admin  for  Extramural  Programs. 

Dk,  Div  of  Community  Prevention  &  Training. 
Chief,  Laboratory  of  Clinical  Studies. 

Director,  Division  of  Basic  Research. 

Dk,  Div  of  Intramural  Clinical  &  Bio  Res. 

Dk,  Div  of  Btometry  &  Epidemiology. 

Director,  Office  of  SdenMic  Affairs. 

Dk,  Div  of  Clinical  &  Prevention  Research. 
Dkeclor,  Addiction  Research  Center. 

Dkector,  Division  of  Ctinical  Research. 

Chief,  Neuroscience  Research  Brarwh. 

Dk,  Office  of  Extramural  Program  Review. 

Dk,  Medicatlorw  Development  Divisiort 
Assoc  Dk  for  Planning  &  Resource  Management 
Assoc  Director  for  Services  Research. 

Executive  Officer,  NIMH. 

Dk,  Div  of  Basic  Brain  &  Behavtotal  Sdences. 
Dk,  Div  of  Educ  &  Senr  Syst  Liaisoa 
Dkector,  Division  of  Extramural  AcUvNies. 
Associate  Dk  for  Special  Program  Operations. 
Dk,  intramural  Research  Programs. 

Dk,  Division  of  Special  Mental  Health  Research. 
Chf,  Lab  of  Cerebral  Metabolism. 

Chf,  Lab  of  Naurochemistry. 

Chf,  Lab  of  Gan  &  Conparalive  Biochamistry. 
Chf,  Lab  of  Devaiopmenlai  Psychology. 

Chf,  Cilnicai  Neurcpharmaoology  Branch. 
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PosmONS  THm*  Were  Career  Reserved  Durinq  Calbioar  Year  1992— Conflnced 

Agtneir.  wganoation  Ciwer  reserved  posHsorw 

Chief,  Lab  of  Psychology  and  Psychopathology. 
Chief.  Laboratory  ot  Neuropsychology  DCBR 
Chief,  Section  rUstopharmacoiogy. 

Chief,  Bioiogic^  Psychiatry  Branch. 

Chief,  ChMd  Psychiatry  Branch. 

Dep  Dir,  Div  ot  Intcamuial  Res  Progtanw. 

Subetartce  Abuse,  &  Mental  Health  Services  Adra . .  Assoc  Admr  for  Extramural  Programs. 

Center  lor  Substance  Abuse  Prevention . . . . . - - - Dir,  DIv  of  Comm  Prevention  A  Training. 

Center  for  Mental  HeaMt  ServteBS . . — .  Chisf,  Ratrovinis  Branch. 

Center  for  Substance  Abuse  Treatment . . . . . . . .  Director,  Division  of  Viral  Diseases. 

Centers  for  Disease  Control . . . . . .  Senior  Advisor  lor  Public  Health  Management. 

Senior  Advisor  lor  PrevenMva  Health  Senrices. 
Director,  Financial  Management  Office. 

Canter  lor  Infectious  Diseases . . . . . - . .  Asst  Dir  for  Laboratory  Sdenco. 

liatl  mettute  for  OocopationM  Safety  A  Health  . . . . . Assistant  Dbector  for  Science. 

Executive  Officer,  NIOSH. 

Center  for  Env  Health  A  Injury  Coairel . . . .  Dir.  Div  of  Environmental  Health  Lab  Sciences. 

Center  for  Prevenlian  SenAcae _ — . . .  Dir,  Div  of  Std/HIV  Prevention. 

fMtional  Center  far  Haaeh  Statistics - - Assoc  Dir  lor  Analysis  A  EpWemloiogy. 

Associate  Dir,  Ofc  of  P  A  E  Progmas. 

Assoc  Dir  for  Research  A  Methodology. 

Assoc  Dir,  Ofc  of  Vitai  A  Health  Stats  Syst 
Assoc  Dir  for  Internal  Statistics. 

Food  and  Dmg  AdmInMmtian . . . . .  Director.  Partdavm  Computer  Center. 

Dk,  Medicine  Staff. 

Oftica  of  Regulatory  Affatia . . .  ■  - Dep  Assoc  Commissioner  for  Regulatory  MMts. 

Re^  Food  A  Drug  Ok,  Reg  III,  Phiiadeiohia. 
Regl  Dk,  Food  A  Drug  Adm,  Reg  IV,  Atiama. 
Regl  Food  and  Drug  Director,  Reg  V,  Chicago. 
Regional  Food  A  Dnig  Dir,  Reg  VI,  Dallas. 

Regl  Dk,  Food  A  Drug  Adm,  Reg  IX  (San  Fran). 
Regl  Food  A  Drug  Dk  (Northeaef  Region). 

National  Center  for  Todootaglcaf  Roaaarcti . . . . . .  Dkector,  Division  of  Biometry. 

Dicector.  Oftice  ot  Research. 

Canter  for  Food  SMaty  A  Appied  Nutntloa . .  Ok,  Ofc  of  Physical  Sciences. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Nutrition  A  Food  ScierK:es. 

Assoc  Dk  tor  Laboratory  Investigations. 

Dk,  Div  of  Nutrition. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Compliance. 

Ok,  Div  of  Chetnical  Techrxtlogy. 

Dkector,  Ofc  of  Toxicological  Sderv^s. 

Director,  Product  Policy  StaH. 

Dkector,  Office  of  Seafood. 

Center  for  Dnrg  Esalaatien  and  Reaaarch . . . . . .  Dk,  Div  of  Anti-lnlactive  Drug  Products. 

Dk,  Div  of  Scientific  Investigations. 

Dk,  Divof  CardiO'RenafDtugPioduels 
Ok,  Ofc  of  Compliance. 

Dap  Ok.  Ofc  of  Epidemiology  A  Biostatlstica. 
Dk,  Div  of  Biometrics. 

Director,  Div  of  Biopharmaceutics. 

Ok,  Div  of  Neuropharmacologlcal  Dnrg  Prod. 
Dk,  Div  of  Metabolism  A  Endocrine  Drug  Prod. 
Dep  Dk  for  Prog  Management. 

Dkector,  Division  of  OTC  Drag  Evaluation. 

Ok,  Offica  of  Drug  Evatuattorr  L 
Dkector,  Offica  of  Drug  Starxlards. 

Deputy  Dk,  Ofc  of  Dnig  Standards. 

Dk,  Div  of  Q  A  C  Drug  Products. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Drug  Eval  II  Ctr  for  Drug  EAR. 
Dkector,  Office  of  Research  Resources. 

Dep  Ok,  Office  of  Research  Resources. 

Dep  Dk,  Oftice  of  Drug  Evaluation  II. 

Ok.  Div  of  AMFVk  Drug  Products.  ' 

Director,  PHol  Drug  Evaluation  Staff. 

Dkector,  Office  of  Martagement. 

Dk,  Div  ot  Oncology-Puimonary  Dnrg  Products. 
Dk,  Div  of  Med  Irr^ing,  SAD  Drug  Products. 
Ok,  Ofc  ot  Qerretic  Oru^. 

Deputy  Ok,  Ofc  ot  Generic  Drugs. 

Director  Monograph  Review  Staff. 

Carder  for  Biologica  Euafuattow  and  fla March . . . .  Dep  Ok,  Ofc  of  Biologies  Research  A  Review. 

Director,  Division  of  Biochem  A  Biophysics. 
Dkector,  Division  of  Bacderiai  Products. 

Ok,  DMeion  of  Cytokine  Biology. 

Dkector,  Offtoe  of  Bioiogics  Research. 

Dk,  Div  of  Biol  Investigational  New  Drugs. 

Dk.  Div  of  Bioslatiatics  A  Epidemiology. 

Center  for  Veterinary  Medktee . . . . . . .  Dk,  Ofc  of  Surveifianoe  A  Compliance. 

Director,  Ofc  of  New  Animal  Drug  Evaluatioa 
Dkector,  Olfice  of  Science. 

Ok,  Div  of  Biometrics  A  Production  Ontgs. 
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PosrnoNS  Tww  Were  Career  'Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  19^— Continued 


I 

! 


Agency,  organization 


Canter  for  Devices  &  Radfotogfcaf  -Heatei  . . . 


Bureau  of  HeaHtt  Resources  Devefoprmni _ 

Office  of  the  Director _ _ _ _ _ 


Natl  Heart,  Lung,  &  Blood  InstKnte  - 


Intramural  Research 


Division  of  Cancer  Biology,  OlagnesiB  and  Oenters 


Division  of  Cancer  Etiology _ _ 


Division  of  Cancer  Prevention  SOentrol _ 

Division  of  Extramural  Aclivitlos . . . . . . . 

Division  of  Cancer  Treativieni _ _ _ _ _ 

Natl  Instttule  of  Diabetse  S  DIgeeliveSi’WdneyOle _ _ 


Intramural  Research . . . . . . . 


Career  leee'ved  positions 


Dir  DIv  of  Therapeutic  Drugs  for  Food  Animals. 

Dep  Dir  for  Human  Food  ^C  Services. 

Dap  Dir  for  Therapeutic  &  Production  Drug  Rev. 
Dep  Dir,  Ofc  of  SunreiNance  &  Compliance. 

Db  Ofc  of  Device  Evaluation. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Standards  &  Regulations. 

Dir,  Offica  of  Science  &  TscnrKiiogy. 

Dep  Dir,  Office  of  Science  and  Technology. 

Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Compliance, 
dr,  DN  of  Surgiesri  S  Rehi^Mlilatlon. 

Dir,  Division  of  Cardiovascular  Devices. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Compliance  S  Sutveiilarx». 

Dep  Dir,  Bureau  of  HeaMh  Resources  Dev. 

Director,  Div  of  Financial  Management. 

Duector,  Division  of  Contracts  &  Grants. 

Dir,  Ofc  ef  Prrdeetiew  from  Tleeuamh  Riek. 
Associate  Director  for  Exhamurai  Affairs. 

Associate  Director  for  Disease  Preventloo. 

Dir,  Ofc  ef  Medloat  Applloatiens  ef  nosoaioh. 

Dir,  Office  of  Sdentific  Integrity. 

Asm  Director  for  Review. 

Assoc  Dir  Epidemioiogy  &  Biometry  Program. 

Chief,  Sickle  Cell  Disease  Br. 

Dir  Div  of  Lung  Diseases. 

Dir,  Div  of  Bk)^  Diseases  &  Resources. 

Dir,  A/Sderosis,  Hyoertension  &  Lip  Met  Prog. 

Dep  Direotor  Div  of  Extramwdi  Affairs. 

Director,  Division  of  Extramural  Affairs. 

Dir  Div  of  Epidemioiogy/Clinical  Applications. 

Assoc  Dir  for  Inlemational  Programs. 

Chief,  BiostatisUcs  Research  Branch. 

Deputy  Dir,  Division  of  Lung  Diseases. 

Dir,  Division  of  Intramural  Research. 

Chf,  Lab  of  Blochemicai  Genetics. 

Chf,  Lab  of  Biochemistiy. 

ChM,  Molecular  Hematology  Brmh. 

Chief,  Lab  of  Biophysicai  Chemistry. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Chemicai  Pharmacology. 
Chief,  Macromoiecuies  Sectioa 
Chf,  Intermediary  M&B  Seebon. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Cellular  MetaboHsnu 
Chf,  Lab  of  Kidn^  &  ElectroMe  Metabolism. 

Chief,  Lab  of  Cardiac  Energetics. 

Dir,  Div  of  Career  Biology  Diagnosis  &  Cbs. 

D^  Dk,  Div  el  Cancer  Biology  0«g  AGenters. 
Chief,  Lab  of  CeM  BM,  Immun  Prog,  IRP. 

Chf,  Microbial  G&B  Section,  Lab  of  Biochem. 

Chief,  Lab  of  Biochem  Intramural  Res  Prog. 

Assoc  Dk,  Extramural  Research  Program. 

Chief  Dermatology  Br,  Intramural  Res  Prog. 

Head,  CeUular  Immun  of  Modified  Antigens  Group. 
Chief,  Lab  of  Tumor  A  Biol  Immunology,  IRP. 
Assoc  Dk,  Ctrs  Training  A  Resources  Prog. 

Chief,  Laboratory  ef  Moiecutar  Bieiogy. 

Dir,  Div  of  Cancer  Etioiogy. 

Chief,  Lab  of  Biology. 

Chief,  Clinical  Eproemioiogy  Brartch. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Molecular  Carcinogenesis. 
Chf,  Lab  of  Experimental  Pathology. 

He^,  Math  Statislics  A  Applied  Mathentatics  S. 
Head,  in  Vitro  Carorxigenesis  Section. 

Dep  Dk,  Div  of  Cancer  Prevention  A  ControL 
Assoc  Dir,  Cancer  Prevention  Research  Prog. 
Associate  Dk,  SurveUiance  Program,  OCPC. 

Assoc  Dk,  Cancer  Control  Sd  Program,  DCPC. 
Assoc  Dir,  Early  DAC  Oncology  P^ram. 

Dir,  Div  of  Extrwnural  Activities. 

Deputy  Dk,  Div  of  Extramural  Aclivilies. 

Assoc  Dk,  Dovelepmontal  Therapeutics  Pteg. 

Chf.  Radiation  Onraiogy  Br. 

Assoc  Ok,  Radtation  Research  Program. 
Assoc/Dk,  Bioiogical  Respottse  Moortiers  Prog. 

Ok,  Div  Kidney,  Uroiogic  A  HematologK  Diseases. 
Dk  Divisien  ef  Extramural  Activttiiis. 

Assoc  Director  lor  Research  A  Assessment 
Assoc  Ok,  Disease  Prevention  Technol  Transfer. 
Assoc  Ok  for  Mgl  A  Operations. 

Chief,  Section  on  Biochemical  Mechanisms. 

Chf,  Sed  on  Biochemistiy. 

Chf,  Sed  on  Metabolic  Enzymes. 

Chf,  Sed  on  Physical  Chentisliy. 
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Positions  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued  I 

_  ! 


Agency,  organization 


NaU  Inal  of  Mhr  &  Muaculoekaietal  &  SMn  Diseases  .. 


Nalionai  Ubraiy  of  Meddne 


Nad  Inst  of  Alergy  a  infectious  Diseases . 


Career  raseivaci  positions 


CNof,  Section  on  Molecuiar  Structure. 

Sr  Res  PhysidsL  Mathematicai  Research  Br. 
Senior  Research  Chemist 
Chief,  Theoretical  Biophysics  Sectioa 
Chief,  Laboratory  of  BioOtganic  Chemistry. 

Chief,  Oxidation  Mechanisms  Section  LBC. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Biochemistry  A  Metabolism. 
Chf,  Sec  on  Nuclear  Mag  Res,  Lab/Chem  Physics. 
Clinical  Dir  &  Chief,  Kktri^  Disease  Sectioa 
Chief,  Section  on  Molecular  Biophysics. 

Chf,  Sec  Carbohydrates  Lab  of  ChemIstry/NIDOK. 
Chief,  Metabolic  Diseasao  Branch. 

Chtef,  Laboratory  of  Neuroedonce,  NIDDK. 

Chief,  Epidemiology  &  Clinical  Research  Branch. 
Chf,  Laboratory  of  Medicinal  Chemistry. 

Chf,  Lab  of  Physical  Broiogy. 

Director,  Extramural  Prograta 
Deputy  Dir. 

Dep  Dir,  Nad  Ub  of  Medk:lne. 

Dep  Dir  for  Res  and  Education. 

Asaodats  Diteclor  for  Library  Operations. 

Assoc  Dir,  Specialized  Info  Services. 

Dep  Dir,  Lister  HW  Nad  Ctr  for  Biomed  Comms. 
Director,  Information  Systems 
Dir,  Nad  Ctr  for  Biotech  Info. 

Assoc  Dir  lor  Health  &  Info  Prog  Development. 

Dk,  Div  of  Allergy/lmmurx)logy/Transplaritata 
Chf,  Lab  of  Parasitic  Diseases. 

Dk,  Div  of  Microbiology/Infectious  Diseases. 

Chief,  Lab  of  Immunogenedcs 
Dk,  DIv  of  Extramural  Activities. 

Ch,  Lab  of  Microbial  Structure  and  Purrction. 


Nad  Inst  on  Aging  _ 


Chief,  Lab  of  Molecular  Microbioiogy. 

Head  Malaria  Section. 

Dk,  Div  Acquired  Immunodeficiency  Syndrome. 
Assoc  Dk  for  Administralion  &  Opmtions 
Deputy  Dk,  Division  of  Extramural  Activities. 
Chief,  Biologicai  Resources  Branch. 

Head,  Lymphocyte  Biology  Section. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Infectious  Diseases. 

Head,  Experimental  Pathology  Section. 

Dep  Ok  Div  of  Acquired  Immunodeficiency. 

Head,  Epidemiology  section. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Malaria  Research. 

Sdentiflc  Okeclor  Gerontology  Rsch  Cntr. 

Clin  Director  and  Chief  Clin  Physiology  Br. 

Chief,  Lab  of  CeHuiar  &  Molecular  Bioiogy. 
Associate  Dk  for  Behavioral  Sciences  Res. 

Assoc  Dk,  Biomed  Res  A  Cdnical  Medicine  Prog. 
Assoc  Dk,  Office  of  Extramural  Alfairs. 


Nad  Inst  of  Child  Health  A  Human  Development 


Assoc  Dk,  Eoidemi,  Demo  A  Biometry  Program. 
Assoc  Dk,  Ofc  of  Ptnng,  AAI  Adivities. 

Assoc  Dir,  Neurosd  A  Neuropsych  of  Aging  Prog. 
Chief,  Laboratory  of  Molecular  Gerretics. 

Dep  Dir,  Center  for  Population  Res. 

Chf,  Endocrinology  A  Reproduction  Research  Br. 
Director,  Ctr  Forres  for  Mothers  A  Children. 


Director,  Cntr  for  Population  Research. 

Chf,  Lab  of  Neurochemistry  A  Neuioimmurx>logy. 
Chief,  Section  on  Growth  Fadors. 


Assoc  Dk  For  Prevention  Research. 


Nad  Inst  of  Dental  Research 


Nad  Inst  of  Envirorwnentai  Health  Sciences 


Chf,  Section  on  Mammalian  Gene  Regulation. 
Chief,  Section  on  Molecular  Endocrirx)iogy. 
Chief,  Section  on  NeuroerKlocrinology. 

Chief,  Section  on  Microbial  Genetics. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Comparative  Ethology. 
Associate  Director  lor  Administration. 

Dk,  Nati  Center  tor  Medical  Rehab  Research. 
Chief  Lab  of  Microbiology  A  Immunology 
Chf,  Enzyme  Chemistry  Section. 

Dk,  Extramural  Program. 

Chief,  Bone  Research  Branch. 

Chief,  Neurobidogy  A  Anesthesiology  Branch. 
Chf,  Lab  of  Pulmonary  Pathobiology. 

Chief,  Lab  of  Genetics. 

Head,  Mutagenesis  Section. 

Head,  Mammalian  Mutaqenesis  Section. 

Dk,  Div  of  Biometry  and  Risk  AssessmenL 
Senior  Scientific  Advisor. 

Dk,  Div  of  Toxicology  Research  A  Testing. 
Associate  Director  lor  Management 
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'.<wganizatk)n 


Natl  Inst  o(  General  McOoiaoieinw  . 


Natl  Inst  of  Neurologicai  Dieerttora-afMlOMIra 


Clinical  Neurasdenosa  diagram 


National  Eye  Instttute 


Natl  Inst  on  Deafness  &  Other  Communication  Olaeraare 


NIH  Clinical  Center 


Ceraer  raeorrad  positions 


Chief,  Signal  Transduction  Sectloa 

Chf,  Lab  of  Cellular  ft  Moiecuiar  Phamiacology. 

Chief,  Lab  of  Moiecuiar  Cardnogenasis. 

Dir,  Nad  Irwt  of  Environmental  Health  Science. 

Dep  Dir,  Natl  Institule  of  General  Med  ScL 
Dir,  CeM  ft  Moiec  Basis  of  Disease  Prog. 

Dir,  Genetics  Program. 

Dir,  Pharmacological  Sciences  Program  Branch. 
Dir,  Bio  Phys  Sdencaa  Program  Branch. 

OIr,  Dlv  of  Fundamental  Neurosciences. 

Diraclor,  Division  of  Stroke  ft  Trauma. 

Assocata  Dkaclor  for  Administtatioa 
Dir;  Basic  Neurosci  Prof^hi/Lab  of  Neurochem. 
Chief,  Lab  of  Central  Nervous  SyMem  Studies. 
Chf,  Dev  ft  Melaoolic  Neuroloqy  Branch. 

Deputy  Chief,  Lab  of  Central  Nenrous  Sys  Stud. 
■Nd,  CaWiitar  Nanropethaiogy  'Bscasn. 

Chief,  Neuroimaging  Bran^ 

Chief,  lab  df  PiephyaIcB. 

Chf,  Lab  of  Neuropathoiogy  ft  Neuroanatomical  S. 
Chf,  Surgical  Neurology  Branch. 

ChiM,  Biemetry4  Fieid  Studiss  Piawdh. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Neurobioiogy. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Neura  CorwoL 
Chief, -Bram  Stwctuial  PMollySaetlen. 

Chf,  Lab  of  Viral  ft  Moiecuiar  Pathogenesis. 

Chief,  Stroke  Branch. 

Chief,  Laboratory  of  Retinal  CeN  ft  Mol  Biolog. 

Dk,  Intramural  Research  Program,  NEI. 

Chi^,  Lab  of  Moiecuiar  ft  Dev.  Biology. 

Chief,  Laboratanr  of  Seweeitmotor  Reeearoh. 
Chief,  Lab  of  Opninaimic  Pathology. 

Aeaec  dr,  .Bieraal^fti  -Epidemieiegy  Rreg. 

Dap  AeeocOir,  Bwimehyfti  Epiderniotegy  Rmg. 
Chief,  Laboratory  of  Molecular  Bioiogy. 

Dir,  DN  of  Communication  Sciences  ft  Disorder. 
Dir,  Dhr  of  Intre  Res,  NIO  ft  Other  Comm  Disor. 
Ok,  Okr  of  Eidtam  Aot,-»ttD  ft  Other  Comm  Otao. 
Asaoc  Dir  for  Clinioai  CaralDk,  CIMeal  Otr. 


Division  of  Computer  neeearch4  Teoh 


John  E  Fogarty  Ind-Caatar  _.  . . . 

National  Center  for  ReseaathFfeseuices - 


Division  of  Research  Grants _ _ — 

National  Center  for  Wtnaing  nassaioh _ 

National  Center  for  Human  Genome  nesearoh 
Agency  for  Health  Care  Policy  ft  Reseanth _ 


Ofc  of  Actuary 


Office  of  Finance.  Assaoameil  and  Management 

Ofc  of  Financial  Polioy4»  Operations - 

Office  of  Acquisition  and  Garas - 

Department  of  Housing  andUtban  Pevotopment: 

Office  of  the  General  Coumdl - 

Office  of  the  Inspector  Qaneral - 


OMce  of  the  Chief  Financial  Offtoar 


Health  Systems  Administrator. 

Aasboiate  Diiecterfor-Ptanwing. 

Assoc  Chf.  Position  Emission  TftR. 

Chief,  Comouter  Cenier  Branch. 

-diM  SoiMOM 

Chief,  Data  Management  Branch. 

Deputy  Director. 

Assoc  Dir  for  InH  Advanced  Studiea. 

Dk,  Gen  Clkiicai  Res  Cenier  Program  Branch. 
Dap  Dk  lorCiiliamiiral  naeeeich  Reeauiose. 

Dk,  Biomedical  Engr  ft  Instnimenlalion  Branch. 
Asaociale  Director  tor  Referral  and  Review. 
Assoc  Dk  for  Statistics  ft  Analysis. 

Dkector  Nationai  Cntr  for  Nursing  Research. 
Deputy  Dkector. 

Dk  Ctr  for  Medical  Effectiveness  Research. 

Dk,  Otr  tor  Gen  Health  Serv  Inhamural  Res. 

Dk,  Ctr  Gen  Health  Svce  Extramural  Research. 
Dk,  Ofc  of  Sd  ft  Data  Dev/Agcy  for  HCP  ft  Res. 
Chf  Actuary. 

Dap  Chief  Actuary  (Long  Hangs). 

Dep  Chief  Actua'v  Short  Range  SSA. 

Chief  FkMtociai  Oiticer. 

Senior  Flramdal  Executive. 

Assoc  Comr,  Office  of  Fkr  Policy  ft  Operatlorw. 
Dep  Aasec  Cemm  FlnanoialReitoy-ft  Operadens. 
Asaoc  Commissioner  tor  Acquisition  ft  Grants. 

Assoc  Gen  Coun  for  Program  Enforcement 
Deputy  inspector  General. 

Asst  Inspector  General  for  InvesUgatlons. 
Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Audit 
Asst  ktsoector  General  tor  Management  ft  Pol. 
Dep^  Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Audit  Operadon. 
Dep' Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  PftO. 

Dap  Aset  Inspector  Ganeraltor  kwesttgadon. 
Deputy  Inspector  General  tor  Operations. 

Chief  Fkianoal  Officer. 

Dep  Chief  Financial  Officer  for  Operations. 

Dep  Chief  Financial  Otdoer  for  Fwiance. 
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Agemry,  ofganization 

AnMant  Sacradify  for  Administration . . . . 

AssManl  Sscy  lor  Housing - - - - - - 

Asst  Sscy  for  Fair  Housing  and  Equal  Opportunity _ _ _ _ 

Aast  Sscy  for  Community  Planning  and  Dsvslopmsnt . . . . . . 

Govsmmsnt  National  Mortgags  Association  . . . . _ 

Asst  Sscy  lor  Public  and  Indtan  Housing  . - . 

Rsgion  N  Nsw  York  _ _ _ _ _ 

Region  IV  ASanta . . . . . . . . 

Rsgion  V  Chicago - - , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Rsgion  VI  Fort  Worth _ _ _ _ 

Rsgion  K  San  Frandsoo . . ..... . . 

Oepartmsnt  of  Inisrtor 

Ofc  of  ths  Inspsdor  Qsnsral _ _ _ 

Ofc  of  dts  SoNcilor . . . 

Asst  Sscy  for  Poicy,  Budget  A  Adminisbation  . . . . 

Natl  Parts  Servics  . . . . . . 

US  Fish  &  WUdNfe  Servics . . _ 

Bureau  of  Mines . . . _ : .  . . . . . 


Career  reserved  positions 

Dir,  Section  8  Systems  Profsct  Staff. 

Dap  Chief  Financial  Ofcr  for  Field  Operations. 

.„...  Dep  Dir  Office  of  Personnel. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Budget. 

Dap  Dir,  Ofc  of  Budget 

Director,  Ofc  of  Procurements  &  Contracts. 

Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Finance  &  Accounting. 

Adm  Comptioller-Oir,  Ofc  of  Fin  ft  Accounting. 

.  Dir,  Mortg^  Insurance  Acctng  ft  Setv  Group. 

Dir,  Ofc.  of  MuNNamity  Housing  Management 
Dir,  Office  of  Elderty  ft  Assisted  Hous^ 

Housing/Fed  Housing  Adm  Comptroller. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  MuNHamiiy  Housing  Pres  Prop  Dis. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  ktsured  Muitifamily  Housing  Devel. 

Housing  FHA  Comptroller. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Pol,  PftF  Systems  Enhdhcements.  * ' 
Director,  Reaps  Enforcement  Unit 
Okector,  Office  of  Evaluation. 

.  Director,  Office  of  Investigations. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Fak  Housing  Asst  ft  Votuntary  Prog. 

.  Ok,  Office  of  Environment  and  Energy. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Block  Grant  Asst. 

Director,  Office  of  EoorxHnic  Development 

.  Vice  Preskfenl  for  Asset  Management 

Vice  President  for  Mor^jage  Backed  Securities. 

Vice  Presider)l  for  Finance. 

.  Gen  Dep  Asst  Secy  for  Public  ft  Indian  Housing. 

Ok,  Rental  Asst  ft  Moderate  Rehab  OMsioa 
Public  ft  fodlan  Housing— Comptroller. 

Dk,  Ofc  of  Management  ft  Operations. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Constniction,  Reh  ft  Maintenance. 

Ok,  Office  of  Assisted  Housing. 

.  Manager  Newark. 

Manager  Buffalo. 

.  Manager  Jacksortville. 

.  Manager  Columbus. 

Manager  Detroit. 

Manager  Indianapolis. 

Manager  MrVSt  Paul. 

.  Manager  Oklahoma. 

.  Manager  Los  Angeles. 

.  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Auditing. 

Asst  InspeckK  Gerwrai  for  Investigatiorrs. 

Daptrty  Asst  Insoector  General  for  Audits. 

-  Deputy  Assoc  Solicitor,  General  Law. 

Asm  Solicitor,  Bureau  of  Parks  and  Recreation. 

Special  Asst  to  the  Assoc  Solicitor— Gen  Law. 

Dep  Associate  Solicitor— Energy  ft  Resources. 

Dep  Associaie  SoUcnor — Indian  Affairs. 

.  Asst  Dk  for  Economics. 

Asst  Dk,  Program  Analysis  Staff. 

Chief,  Div  of  Budget  Operations  (A). 

Asst  Dk  for  Soedal  Analysis. 

Dep  Agcy  Ethcs  ft  Audit  Coordination  Officer. 

Chief,  Division  of  Budget  Operations  (B) 

Chief,  Div  of  Budget  Admin. 

.  Senior  Scientist. 

Science  ft  Technology  Advisor. 

Asst  Dir,  Minority  Business  Enterprise. 

Asst  Ok,  Design  ft  Conskuction  (Mgr,  DSC). 

.  Dep  Reg  Dk  Reg  8  Rsch  ft  Dev. 

Dep  Asst  Dk— Pol,  Budget,  ft  Administration. 

Exec  Ok— North  American  Waterfowl  Plan. 

Research  Okector  Patuxent  Research  Center. 

Spec  Asst  to  the  Reg  Dk  Research  ft  Develop. 

.  Resch  Dk,  PittstHxgn  Research  Center. 

Research  Dk,  Twin  Cities  Research  Ctr. 

Research  Director,  Afoany  Research  Ctr. 

Chief  Div  of  Environmental  Technology. 

Chief  Division  of  Health  Safety  ft  Min  Tech. 

Spec  Asst  to  the  Dir,  Bureau  of  Mines. 

Senior  Technical  Advisor. 

Chief,  Division  of  Resource  Evaluatioa 
Chief,  Division  of  Policy  Analysis. 

Chief  Mineral  EoorxxnisL 

.  Chief  Div  of  Research  ft  Lab  Senricas. 

Dep  Asst  Commissionsr— Engineering  ft  Research. 
Director,  Program  Senrices  Offices. 

Senior  ScienlisL 

Deputy  Asst  Commissioner— Resources  Management 
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PosiTiONS  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  organization 


US  Geological  Survey . . 

National  Mapping  DIv . . 


Water  Resources  Div 


Geologic  Div 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Ofc  ol  Surface  Mining  Redam  &  Enforcement 

Minerals  Management  Senrice . 


Asst  Secy-Indian  Affs . . . 

Bureau  of  Irrdian  Affairs . 

Interrtational  Development  Cooperation  Agency. 
Ofc  of  the  General  Courael . . 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General . 


Office  of  Equal  Opportunity  Programs . 

Directorate  for  Finance  A  Administration . 


Career  leaeived  poeitlone 


Protect  Manager/Ailzona  Protects  Office. 

ChM  Div  Prog  Coordbiadon  A  Finance. 

Stall  Qeologlet  for  NPRAfAlasta  Activities. 

ChM.  National  Mapping  Division. 

Assodsta  ChM,  National  Mapping  Division. 

ChM,  Eros  Data  Center. 

ChM  western  Mapping  Center. 

ChM  Mld-Contlnem  ktapping  Center. 

ChM  Rocky  Mountain  Mapping  Center. 

Asst  Div  ChM  lor  Information  A  Data  Svc. 

ChM  Eastam  Mapping  Center. 

Aset  DN  CM  lor  Program,  Budget  A  Adm. 

Asst  Div  CM  lor  Research. 

Asst  Div  CM  lor  Coordination  A  Requirsmenis. 
Asst  Div  ChM  lor  Production  Management 
ChM  HydrologisL 
Assoc  ChM  HydrologisL 
Regl  Hydrologisi  Central  Reg  Lakewmod. 

Re^  Hydrologist  Southeastern  Regloa 
Regional  Hydrologist  Western  Regloa 
Regional  Hydrologist  Northeastern  Region. ' 

Asst  CM  Hydrologist  lor  Operations. 

Asst  ChM  Hydrologist  for  Sden  Info  Mgmt. 

Asst  CM  Hydrologist  lor  Water  AAD  Coord. 

Asst  CM  Hydro  for  Res  A  Extml  Coordination. 
ChM,  Natl  Water  Quality  Assessment  (NAWQA). 
Asst  CM  Hydrologist/Prog  Coord  A  Tech  Supp.' 
CM,  Ofc  of  Atmospheric  Deposition  Analysis. 

CM,  Ole  of  Hydrologic  Research. 

ChM,  WRSIC  Prograia 
ChM,  Office  ol  Water  QuaUty.  ~ 

CM,  ^  of  Water  IntormaUon  Transfer. 

ChM,  OtIIca  ol  Surface  Water. 

CM,  National  Water  Data  Exchange  Prograia 
ChM  Geologist. 

ChM,  Ofc  ol  Earthquakes.  Volcanoes  A  Engr. 
ChM,  Ofc  ol  Scientific  Publicstions. 

Assoc  CM  GeoiogIsL 

CM,  Ofc  ol  Mineral  Resources. 

ChM,  Office  ol  Energy  A  Marine  Geology. 

ChM,  Office  of  Intematlonai  Geology. 

ChM,  Office  of  Regional  Geology. 

Asst  ChM,  Ofc  of  Energy  and  Marine  Geology. 
Assistant  ChM  Geologist  for  Programs. 

Deputy  Asst  Dk,  Management  Services. 

Director,  Boise  iMeiagency  Fire  Center. 

Dep  Asst  Dir,  Lands  A  Renewable  Resources. 
Dep  Asst  Dk,  Energy  A  Minerals  Resources. 
SpM  Asst  to  kw  Dkedor/FQI  Representative. 
Administrator-Technical  Center-West. 

Dep  Asst  Dk,  Eastern  Fid  Ops  (Programs  Ops) 
Asst  Ok  lor  Eastern  Field  Operator. 

Assistant  Okector,  Western  Field  Operations. 
Regional  Director,  OuN  of  Mexico  OCS  Region. 
Dep  Associate  Dkector  lor  Offshore  Leasing 
ChM,  Leasing  Management  Division. 

Regional  Mariager,  Atianlic  OCS  Regloa 
Regional  Manager,  Alaska  OCS  Regloa 
Assistant  Assoc  Ok  for  Offshore  Minerals  Mgt. 
Regional  Manager,  Padlic  OCS  Region. 

Program  Dkector  lor  Indian  Royally  Asst. 

Dep  Assodale  Dk  lor  Offshore  Opmtions. 

Dep  Assoc  Dk  for  Collection  A  Oisbursement. 
Prog  Dk,  Ofc  ol  Strategic  A  Inlemall  Minis. 

Dep  Assoc  Dk  for  Vak^tion  A  AudK 
Dep  Assoc  Dk  for  Administration 
Spw  Asm  to  the  Asst  Secy-Indian  Affairs 
Asst  Ok  ol  Administralion  (Financial  Mgmt) 

Dep  to  the  Ok,  kxlian  Education  Programs 

Deputy  GenerM  Counsel. 

Ethics  Officer. 

Asst  Inspector  General  lor  Security 
Asst  Inspector  General  for  Investigationa 
Counsel  to  the  Inspedor  General 
Deputy  Inapector  (aenetai. 

Oir,  Ofc  ol  Equal  Opportunky  Programs 
Assoc  Admin  tor  Finance  A  Admia 
Director,  Office  of  Financial  Mgmt 
Deputy  Ok.  Ofc  of  Financial  Msnagamarfi. 

Ok.  Oflioa  ol  Infomalton  Resouroa  Management 
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PosmoMS  Thkt  Were  Cmr^  Reserved  Ourinq  Calbom  Year  4992— CoRlimied 


Aetnqc.  (MOanizatton 


Intecatale  Commafca  ConwnlMlon: 

one*  of  the  GenemI  CounMl - 

Ole  of  tfte  Managing  Otrector _ 

Office  of  Economics _ 

Bureau  of  Traffic  . . . . 

Office  of  CompNanoe  A  Omaumer  AaaManoa _ _ _ 


Regional  Offices . 

Office  of  Proceedings . . 

Dapeitrrrent  of  Justice: 

Office  of  the  Attorney  Osnassl _ 

Ofc  of  the  Legal  Cowaaf - 

Office  of  the  kupeder  OaaaMI 


Office  of  the  Deputy  Aeomey  Qenaial . . . . . 

Justice  Managemerk  Otsteian _ _ _ _ 


Office  of  the  Controtar _ - 

Office  of  Personnel  and  AdminislieStBn _ _ 

Office  of  Info  &  Admio  Sersioas _ 

Executive  Office  for  Immigallsn  Revtn _ 


OBRserenenied  positions 


Deputy  Director,  Ofc  of  Procurement. 

Director,  Office  of  Procurement. 

aI  ia^Ar  J2aa  AJaaaa 

Oepuly  Assooicils 

Dep  Ok,  Office  of  HROM. 

Ok,  Ofc  of  Admin  Servicos. 

Assoc  Gen  Counsel— Litigation. 

Assoc  Managing  Dk  &  Director  of  Personnel. 
Deputy  Dlrer^— Accounts. 

Dk,  Bureau  of  Traffic. 

OefXity  Okector  for  EnforcemenL 

kmoc  Ok,  Ofc  of  Compliance  &  Consumer  Asst 

Director. 

Dep  Ok,  Section  of  Operation  &  Enforcement 
■RttQioAftI  OifMtor 
Regional  Director  (Chicago). 

Regional  Director  (San  Prandsoo). 

Deputy  Director— Legal  Analysis. 

Deputy  Director— Le^  Counsel. 

Assistant  Deputy  Director— Legal  Counsel. 

Counsel  on  Professional  Responsibility. 

Dep  Counsel  on  Professional  Responsibility. 
Special  Counsel. 

Special  Counsel. 

Deputy  inspector  General. 

As^  Inspedor  General  for  Inspections. 

Assistant  Inspector  General  Iw  Audit 
Assistani  Inspector  General  for  Investigation. 
Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Management  &  Planning. 
General  Counsel. 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  Gerteral  for  krvestigatlons. 
Dk  Exec  Ofc  for  Organ  Crime  Drug  Ertfor  Task. 
Associftift  Otpuly 

Asst  Attorney  General  tor  Administration. 

Prin  Dep  Asst  Atty  General  for  Administration. 
Dep  Asst  Attorney  Gen,  Personnel  Adm. 

Dk,  Security  &  Emergerrcy  Planning  Staff. 

Dir,  FadMties  and  Admmistrative  Sve  Staff. 

Assoc  Asst  Attorrrey  General,  Legal  Counsel. 
Counselor  to  the  Asst  Attorrtey  for  Adrrtin. 
Associate  Assistant  Attorney  Gerreral. 

Director,  Management  and  Ptannkrg  Staff. 
Okaotor,  Budget  Staff. 

Senior  Management  Counsel. 

Procurement  Executive. 

Senior  Policy  Advisor. 

Dep  Asst  Attorney  Gerteral,  kifo  Res  Mgt. 

Ok,  Procurement  Servioas  Staff. 

Dep  Asst  Attorney  Gerteral;  Controiter. 

Dk,  Finance  Staff. 

Dep  Asst  Atty  Gen  for  Debt  Collection. 

AsdOk,  ManagemerrtA’Pfarwktg  SMf. 

Director,  Parsonrrel  Staff. 

Director,  Ofc  of  Atty  Pers  Mgmt. 

Dkector,  Computer  Services  Staff. 

Dkeclor,  Systems  Pokey  Staff. 

Dk,  Legal  and  Informations  Systems  Staff. 

Chief  Immigration  Judge. 

Assistant  to  the  Dkector. 


Antitrust  Division _ '  _ 

Office  of  Litigation  . . . 

Civil  Division . . 

Corrvnercial  Utigalion  Branch . . 

Federal  Prograrrw  Branch . 

Torts  Branch . . . . 


Civ«  Rlghtt  Divison  . . 

Office  of  rn-irtmnmeidal  neiiiemai 


Chief  Admin  Hearing  Officer. 

Chief  Economic  Litigation  Sectloa 
Dep  Dk  of  Operations. 

Chief,  Competition  Pokey  Section. 

Director  of  Management  Programs. 

I  .1 

'Oou^O0l. 

Deputy  Branch  Director/Commercial  Litigation. 
Deputy  Branch  Dir  Civil  Prauds. 

Special  Litigation  Counsel  (Federal  'Programs). 
Deputy  Branch  Dkector  (Federal  Programs). 
SpK  Litigation  Counsel. 

S^  Litigation  Counsel. 

Special  Litigation  Counsel  (Tort  Litigation). 
Deputy  Branch  Director. 

Deputy  Branch  Okaotor. 

Deputy  Branch  Oireoter. 

Director  Office  of  Consumer  Litigation. 

Special  Litigation  Counsel 
Special  Litigation  Counsel. 
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Agency,  ofganization 


Deputy  Assistant  Attorney  General-1 .... 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Senrice 


L 


Associate  Commissioner  for  Information  Systems . 

Associate  Commissioner  for  Examinations . 

Associate  Commissioner  for  Enforcement . . 

Executive  Associate  Commissioner  for  management . 

Ofc  of  the  Associate  Attorney  General . 

Executive  Ofc  for  U.S.  Attorneys . 

Criminal  Division . 


Career  reserved  poeitiona 


Deputy  Chief. 

SpecM  Litigation  Counsel  (LegislatIveV 
SR  TtM  Aaomey. 

SpacW  Litigation  Counsel. 

Spec  Litigation  Counsel. 

Associate  Commissioner  for  Finance. 

Asst  Commissioner  for  Detention  A  Deportation. 
Asst  Commissioner  for  Adjudkalion  &  Natural.  ■ 
Asslstanl  Commissioner  lor  Border  Patrol. 

Asst  Comm  tor  Employer  &  Labor  Relations. 
Director  of  Irttetnal  AudK. 

Director  of  Security. 

Assoc  Comr  for  Human  Resources  A  Admin. 
AsstComr,  Budget 

Assistant  Commissioner  lor  Records  Systems. 
Asst  Comm  tor  inspections. 

Assistant  Commissioner  for  Investigations. 

Asst  Commissioner  tor  Administiation. 

Asst  Commr  tor  Personnel  A  Training. 

Deputy  Associate  Attorney  General. 

Dir  Ofc  of  Mgnt  information  Systems  Support 
Dir,  Office  of  Adminisiratlon  A  Review. 

Deputy  Chief,  Fraud  Section. 

Chief,  Terrorism  A  Violent  Crimes  Section. 

Chief,  Money  Laundering  Sectkm. 

Special  Counsel  for  Mot^  Launderirrg. 

Special  Coun  for  Intemationai  Programs. 

Senior  Courrset 
Senior  AppeHeate  Counsel. 

Senior  Counset 


Ofc  of  Senior  Counsels . 

Ofc  of  Deputy  Asst  Attorney  General  1 

Federal  Prison  System . 


Office  of  Correctional  Programs 
Northeast  Region . 


Southeast  Region . 

North  Central  Region 


South  Central  Region 


Executive  Officer. 

Sr  Counsel  for  Utlgatioa 

CnsI  to  the  Ofc;  Ote  of  Spec  Investigations. 

Coutwel  to  the  Office  Fraud  Section. 

Asst  Dk  for  Planning  atrd  DeveiopmenL 
General  Counsel 

Assoc  Commr,  Fed  Prisons  Industries,  Unicor. 
Dep  Assoc  Comm  for  Fed  Prison  Industries. 
Dep  Asst  Dir  for  Edu  and  Vocational  Training. 
Deputy  Asst  Ok  for  Admin. 

Coin  Prog  Admr  Asst  Ok  for  Human  Res  Mgmt 
Sen  Dep  Asst  Ok,  Admki  ON. 

Senior  Deputy  Asst  Dk.  Health  Services  DIv. 
Senior  Deputy  Assistant  Dkeclor. 

Assistant  Ok,  Program  Review  Division. 

Sr  Dep  Asst  Dk,  Federal  Prison  kidustries. 
Regional  Dkector,  Mid  Atlantic  Division. 

Chief  of  Staff  to  ttw  Q)reclor. 

Correctional  Institution  Administrator. 

Asst  Dk.,  Community  Corrections  A  Detsntion. 
Asst  Ok,  info,  PoL  A  Public  Afra  ON. 

Warden,  Talladega  AL 

CIA  (Warden),  FCt  Texarkana,  Texas. 

Sen  Dsp  Asst  Ok.  Health  Services  Division. 
Correctionai  Institulion  Admki  (Warden). 

Sr  Dep  Regi  Dkector,  Mkt-Atlanttc  Region. 

Gen  Counsel,  Fed  Prison  industries  (Unicor). 
Wanton,  ANenwood,  PennsyNania. 

Chief  Executive  Officer  (Warden). 

Senior  Management  Counsel 

CorrectI  kisiit  Admr  (Warden)  FCC.  Floren,  CO. 

Dep  Asst  Dk  for  Correctional  Programs. 

Asst  Dk,  Correctional  Programs  DN. 

Regional  Dkeclor. 

Warden.  Lswisburg,  PA. 

Warden,  Danbury,  Conn. 

Warden.  McKean,  PA. 

Senior  Deputy  Ref^ortal  Dkector. 

Regional  Dkector. 

Wanton,  Atlania. 

Warden,  Lexington,  Kentucky. 

Warden,  Butner,  North  Carolina. 

Reglonai  Director. 

Warden,  Leavenworth,  Kansas. 

Warden,  SpringOeid,  MO. 

Wanton,  Marlon,  IL 
Warden,  Terrs  Haute,  IN. 

Correctional  institution  Admr. 

Wwden,  Fed  Correctional  Institulion. 
Correctional  Institution  Admr  (Warden). 
Regional  Dkector. 
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Oawerseaerved  positions 

VM«ct«<n  Peglon  .  . 

Warden,  S  Reno,  OMa. 

-lyiMiipMs,  >IPM. 

Regionai  Director. 

Ote  o<  Juf<k»  Progiww  -  -  .  .  . 

WaTdea  Terminal  Island,  CA. 

Warden,  Lompoc,  CA. 

Warden,  Federal  Correctional  institution. 

ComptroAer,  Ote  of  the  Comptroller. 

Nattonal  InttHtM  ^  -  - . 

Asst  Dir,  Ofc  of  Dev  Testing  ft  Dissemination. 

o|  Rtnliiilri  . 

Deputy  bir.  Bureau  of  JustlM  Statistics. 

U  S  Maratvils  Sfffvictt  ....  . 

Sr  Mgt  Counsel,  (Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons). 

Oepaitment  of  Labor 

Qic  of  th«  . - . - .  . . 

Asso^te  Director  for  Administration. 

Associate  Director  for  Operations. 

Assistant  Director  for  Financial  Management. 

^Leeletont  "^Jireotor  ter  ttenran  ^^eeeuvcee. 

SpeoW  PreieelB  Offioer. 

Aeeeoiato  Direetor'fer'QpBWWiene  Support, 
ifieeeotale  OtreetBr,4er  Admintstrettve  Serv. 

Asst  Dir  for  Research  ft  Deveteprrrent. 

Daputy  Inspector  Qenoial 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary .  . . 

Asm  Inspect  General  for  Investigations. 

Deputy  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Audit 

Dir  Ote  Resource  M^  ft  Legisiative  Assmt 

Asst  Inspector  Gen  lor  Labor  Racketeering. 

Counsel  to  the  Inspector  General. 

Office  of  Itie  5<oiidiw . . . . 

Deputy  Solicitor  (Regional  Operations). 

Reglnnel  <Mirllnni  . .  , 

Associate  SoNcitw  for  Labor-Managernent  Laws. 

Assoc  Solicitor  for  Plan  Benefits  S^rity. 

Aaeoc  SoNoilortorOMI  Rights. 

Assoc  SefioNerter  OooepMioflal  Safety  ft  ftit. 

Assoc  Solicitor  for  Mine  Safely  ft  Health. 

Assoc  Solioilor  for -Fair -Labor  Qtawdards. 

Assoc  Solicitor  for  Employee  Benefits. 

Associate  Solicitor  for  Spw  Uligatioa 

Assoc  Sol  for  Spec  App^  ft  Sup  Court  Lit. 

Dep  Solicitor  for  Planning  and  Coordination. 

Dir,  Office  of  Management 

Associate  Solicitor  for  Black  Lung  Benefits. 

Regkxtal  Solicitor. 

• 

.  .  . . 

Regional  Soiicfior  Region  IV-Atlanta. 

Regl  SoNcMor  Bostoa 

Regl  Solicitor  New  York. 

Regional  Solicitor  Philadelphia. 

Regl  SoNcilor  OaMas. 

Regl  Solicitor  Kansas  City. 

Regl  Solicitor  San  Ftendsco. 

Office  of  Menegemenl  ArlreieiiiMlInii  ■■ri  Wuieij  . 

Dep  Asst  Sec  for  Adm  and  Mgmt 

Director,  Office  of  Budget 

Dir  of  Management  PoHcy  and  Systems. 

Comptroller  for  the  Department 

Dir  of  Personnel  Management 

Dep  Dir  of  Persorvwl  Marragement. 

Deputy  Comptroller. 

Director,  DirMorate  of  Civit  Rights. 

Dir  Natl  Capital  Service  Center. 

Director  of  Information  Resources  Management. 

Dir,  Administrative  ft  Procurement  Programs. 

Ote  of  Federal  Conlrect  Compllewe  fWipMei  "  . . . . 

Wage  end  Hour  DMeion  .  “  . 

Ote  of  Wotfcers  Compensation  Programs  .  .  . .  . . .  . 

Dep  Wage  ft  Hour  Admin. 

Pension  ft  Wetfare  Benefits  AdmMaiBBlion _  . . 

Dir,  Coal  Mine  Workers  Compertsation. 

Office  of  Labor  Menegemenl  StandarrtK  ,  , 

Diref  Reguietiorrs  ft  thterpretatione. 

Director  of  Program  Services. 

Deputy  Director  of  Program  Services. 

Senior  Dir  of  Policy  ft  Legislative  Analysis. 

Dep  Asst  Seoy  tor  Program  -Operations. 

Director  of  Exemption  Determinatione. 

Bureau  of  Labor  Stalistica . 

Director,  Ote  of  Policy  ft  Program  Support. 

Data  Anafysls .  . 

Associate  Commissioner  for  Field  Operations. 

Assoc  Commr  for  Publicalions  ft  SpM  Studies. 

Assoc  Commr,  Economic  Growth. 

Assoc  Oerer -for  Pttoes  end -Living  Oorxktiona. 
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PosmoNS  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  organization 


5 


Administrative  and  Internal  Operations  .... 


Office  of  Work-eased  Learning  — - - 

Office  of  Financial  &  AdmMstnrttve  Management _ _ _ 


Administrative  Programs . . . . 

Health  Standards  Programs  . . . . 

Safety  Standards  Programs _ _ _ 

Federal/State  Operations _ _ _ 

Technical  Support . . . . . 

Mine  Safety  and  Health  Administiation . . 


Merit  Systems  Protection  Board: 

Office  of  the  Board . . 

Ofc  of  the  Executive  Director _ 


Regional  Offices 


National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration: 
Ofc  of  the  Administrator  . . . . 


Office  of  the  Comptrollor _ _ _ _ 


Financial  Managemerrt  Division  _ _ _ : _ _ _ _ _ 

Resources  Analysis  DMson _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Congressiorral  Relations  Office  . . . . . . . . . . 

Ofc  of  Safety  and  Mission  Quality _ _ _ _ _ _ 


Ofc  of  the  Assoc  Admr,  Space  Science  and  Applications . . . 


Earth  Science  arxl  Applications  Division _ _ _ _ _ 


Communications  Division _ 

Ufe  SdeiKes  Division . . . . . 


Career  reserved  positions 


Asaoc  Commr  PfoductMly  ft  Technology. 

Asaoe  Comr  tor  Research  ft  Evahiaten. 

Assoc  Comm  tor  Emptoyment  ft  Unempi  Statistics. 
Dep  Assoc  Commr  tor  Prices  ft  Living  Cond. 

Asst  Commr  tor  Consumer  Prices  ft  Prtoe  todaxes. 
Asst  Commr  tor  IrxKist  Prices  ft  Price  todexes. 

Dep  Assoc  Comm  for  Emol  ft  Unempi  Statistics. 
Assistant  Commissioner  tor  Economic  Research. 
Asst  Commissioner  tor  FederaFStale  Progreme. 
Asst  Commissioner  tor  Current  Employ  Analysis. 
Asst  Comr  for  Compensatxm  Lavais  ft  Trends. 

Asst  Comr  tor  Safety,  H  ft  W  Conditions. 

Assoc  Comr  Compensation  ft  Working  ConrWions. 
Asst  Comm  tor  Survey  Methods  Research. 

Asst  Comm  tor  Intematlonal  Pricas 

Dep  Comm  tor  Adm  and  Intemai  Operations. 

Assistani  Commissioner  tor  Administration. 

Director  of  Survey  Processing. 

Dir  of  Tachnoiogy  ft  Computing  Svcs. 

Asst  Comr  tor  Tachnoiogy  ft  Survey  Processing. 
Dir  Quality  ft  Into  ManagemenL 
Director,  Ofc  of  Trade  Adjustment  Assistance. 
ComptroHer. 

Admr,  Ofc  of  Financial  ft  Administiative  Mgmt 
Dir,  Ofc  of  Information  Resources  ManagemenL 
Dk,  Adm  Progs. 

Dir  Health  Standards  Programs. 

Director  Safety  Standards  Programs. 

Director,  Federal/State  Operations. 

Director,  Technical  Support 
Chf  of  Standards,  Reguialions  ft  Variances. 
Director  of  Arfeninisirailon  arxl  Management. 
Director  of  Technical  Support. 

Deputy  General  Counsel. 

Execuilve  Director. 

Deputy  Executive  Director. 

Director,  Office  of  Policy  A  Evalualion. 

Deputy  Director  Office  of  Appeals  Counsel 
Director,  Office  of  Administration. 

Dk,  Office  of  Managernent  Analysis. 

Director,  Office  of  Regionai  Opwatlons. 

Regional  Director,  San  Francisco. 

Regional  Dkector,  Chicago. 

Regional  Director,  Allanla. 

Regionat  Director,  PhHadeiphia. 

Regional  Dkector,  Dallas. 

Regional  Dkector,  Washingtoa  D.C. 

Associate  Admin  for  SmaR  Disadvarttaged  Bus.  ‘ 
Director  Benchmarking  ft  External  Programs. 
Dkector  of  Spedai  Studies. 

Assistant  CompkoNer  tor  Systems  Analysis. 
Deputy  Chief  Financial  OffiMr. 

Ass!  Comptroller  tor  Prog  S  ft  C  Assessment 
Dep  Ok,  Financial  Managenrent  Div. 

Dkector,  Resources  Analysis  Divisioa  ' 

Dep  Dir,  Resources  Analysis  Divisioa 
Deputy  Assistant  Administrator. 

Dir,  Congressional  Liaison  Divisioa 
Director,  Safety  and  Product  Assurance  Office. 

Dk,  NA^  Q  ft  P  Improverrrent  Programs  Divisioa 
Director,  Safety  Division. 

Dir,  Reliability,  M/Q  Assurarxto  Division. 

Dep  Assoc  Adm  for  Safety  ft  Mission  Quality. 

Dk,  TechrXcal  Starxiards  Divisioa 
Director,  Programs  Assurance  Division. 

Dk,  Systems  Assessment  Divisioa 
SpeciM  Ast  to  the  Deputy  Assoc  Admla 
Special  Assistant  to  Associate  Administrator. 

Asst  Assoc  Administrator  (Institutions). 

Mgr,  Utxnanned  Laurxih  Vehides/Upper  Stages. 
Cf^,  FHghl  Programs  Bmxih. 

Chf,  Upper  Atmospheric  RH*  Chemistry  Bratx:h. 
Chf,  Atmospheric  Dynamics  arxl  Radiation  Br. 
Chief,  Land  Processes  Branch. 

Chf,  Advanced  M/t  Science  Research  Brarxih. 
SpK  Asst  to  the  Dk,  Earth  Sd/AppUcations. 

Chf,  Intormatioo  Systems  Branch. 

Chief,  Space  Madidne  ft  Blotogy  Branch. 

Dep  Dk,  Life  Sciences  Division. 
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_ Aqwqr.  wgantatton 

Space  Station  Freedom  Rognm  and  Opmttom _ 


Special  Projects  Office 


Program  Engineeiing  OMce . 


UtiUzatior  and  Operations  Office  „ 


Management  Integration  OMce _ 


Intematiortal  Prognm  Office . 


Integration  Office  ...  _ _ _ 

Office  of  Management  Systems  and  FacWas _ 

Faculties  Management  _ 


Loglsncs  ana  Security  _ _ 

'nfonnation  Systems  Division  .... 


AuKxnated  Infonnation  Managemaffi  Ptocmm  OMce 

Ofc  of  Eripioration  . . . 

Headquarters  Operations _ _ _ _ ’ 

Ofc  of  Director  for  Aerorrautics  . . . 


Office  or  Space  Exploration _ _ 


Ofc  of  Dir  lot  Space  .... 


Ofc  or  Dir  lor  mslNuliorw _ 


Aerodynamics  Division _ _ _ 

Materials  &  Stnrctures  Division _ 

Propulsion.  Power.  &  Energy  Division 
National  Aerospace  Plans  Office _ 


Office  of  Human  Resources  and  F<sy,sdOA  __ 


Ofc  ol  the  Assoc  Admr  Space  Opemlions  _ 


Network  System  Division 


Ckimmonicatlons  and  Data  Systems  Owlsion 

TDRSS  DMsIon _ 

Ofc  of  Equal  Opportunlly  Programs _ 

Dlscilmlnatlon  Complaints  Division . . 

Office  of  the  inspector  General . 


_ Ceieer  reesrved  posMons 

.  Technical  Assistant  to  the  Deputy  Director. 

^  Mgr  Specs  Station  Freed  Prog  A  Operffitons. 
Dap  Dir,  Space  Stadon  Freedom  P  A  Ops. 

.  Manager,  Special  Projects  Office. 

Oepwy  Manager  Seedai  Projects  OMoe. 

.  DeptSy  Mana^  Program  Engineering  Office. 
Mane^  Systems  Engineering  Office. 

Manager  Avionics  Svswms. 

.  Manager.  UWIzallon  A  Operations  Office. 

Manager  Space  Opemlions  OMoe. 

Dep  Manager,  Utilization  A  Operations  Office. 
Manager  Ground  Ooeratlons  and  Logistics. 
Manager  Mission  Imegiatioa 
Mana^  Payload  Integratioa 
.  Dap  Mgr  Mgllntagralien  Office. 

Manager  Tech  Mgmt  A  Mo  System  Office. 
Manager.  Management  Integration  Office. 

.  Oepwy  Manager,  Memationai  Programs. 

Asstetwit  Manager,  Merrwttonal  Program  Ofc. 
Manager,  Mematonai  Program  Office. 

.  Manager  System  Integration. 

Manager  lor  Integration. 

.  Director,  Management  Operations. 

.  Dir.  Fee  Utilization,  MAE  Compllanue  ON. 

Dir  Facilities  Plan  A  Construction  Divisioa 
Deputy  Director,  FadKIies  Engineetfng  ON. 
Director,  Faculties  Engineering  DMsiorL 
Dep  Asst  Assoc  Admr  for  Fac  Eng  Ofc  of  Mont 
.  Spec  Asst  to  the  Dir  Logis  Aircraft  Sec  Ofc. 

Dir.  Logistics  A  Security  DNision. 

.  Director,  Information  Resources  Mgmt  DNisloa 
Dep  Dir,  Informstlon  Res  Mgmt  DNision. 

Director,  Automated  Mo  M^  Prog  Ofe. 

Director  for  Advanced  Devetopment. 

Dir.  Moirnatioti  Syst  A  Technology  ONtaton. 

Asst  Dir  for  Aeronautics  (H-S  AUcralt). 

DepWy  OMolor  for  Aeronautics. 

Asst  Dir  tor  Aeronautics  High  Perfor  Aircraft. 

Asst  Dir  tor  Aeronautics  Subsonic  AkcrafL 
Asst  Dir  for  Space  Explorations  (Ml). 

Dep  Assistant  AdnfUnistiator  for  Expioratloa 
Manager  for  Space  Exoloratlon  (Res  A  Technol). 
Asst  Dir  for  Space  Exploration  (Comms). 

Asst  Dir  tor  Space  Exploration  (Prog  Defin). 
Manager,  Soace  Expioratlon  (Support  Planning). 
Spedai  Asst  tor  Strategic  Planning. 

Deputy  Diroctor  for  Space  Technology. 

Asst  Dir  for  Space  Techitoi  (Prog  Deimiopment). 
Asst  Dir  tor  Space  (Spacecraft  Technology). 
Director  for  Space  Technology. 

Asst  Director  tor  Institutions  (FadUties). 

Asst  Dir  for  Institution  (Moimation  8y^. 

Dir,  Resources  A  Management  Systems  Office. 
Director  for  InstItWions. 

Director  for  Institutions. 

Deputy  Dir  Aerodynamics  Division. 

Director,  Materials  and  Stnjctures. 

Dir,  Propulsion,  Power  arxl  Energy  Divisioa 
NASA  Dep  Prog  Mgr.  Natl  Aero-Spaos  Plana  Prog. 
Dep  Prog  Manager,  Natl  Aero-Space  Plane. 

Dep  Dir,  National  Aero-Space  Plane  Office. 

Director  National  Aero-Space  Plane. 

Director  for  Plans. 

Associate  Administrator  tor  Human  Resources. 
Director,  Education  Divisioa 
Director,  Management  Systems. 

Director,  Personnel  Divisioa 

Dep  Assoc  Adm  for  Human  Res  A  Educatioa 

Assistant  Assodale  Administrators  (Plans). 

Special  Asst  (Operations). 

NASA  Australian  Representative. 

Manager  Space  Network  Operations. 

Dir,  Ground  Nehvorfc  DNisloa  . .  .7 

Dep  Dir,  Ground  Network  DNisloa 

Dir,  Communications  A  Data  Sterns  DN. 

ChM.  Communications  Systems  Brmch. 

Manager,  While  Sands  Space  Network  Complex. 
Manager.  TDRSS  Continuation  Program. 

Dir  Minotlly  UnN  Res  A  Educ  Prog  ON. 

OUacter.  Dtsctimlnation  CowptalHts  DNiStoa 

JkAAtel  * - ^ 
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PosmoNS  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  organlAallon 

AKES  Research  Center . . . 

Administration  Directorate . . . 

Aerospace  Systems  Dtrectorate  . . . 

Space  Research  Directorate . . 

Engineering  and  Technical  Senrices  Directorate . . 

Aerophysics  Directorate . 


Right  Operation  and  Oesearch  Directorate 
Dryden  Right  Research  FacMty  ... 

Goddard  Space  Right  Center  ..._. 

Management  Opers  Directorate  _ 

Right  Assurance  Directorate _ 

Right  Proiects  Directorate . . . 


Mission  Operations  &  Data  Systems  Directorate 


Space  &  Earth  Sciences  Directorate 


Engineering  Directorate 


Sutwrhital  Protects  and  Operations  Directorate  ... 
Johneon  Space  Center . . . . . .  a..-.  .- _ 


Career  resenred  poeitions 

Assistant  Inspector  General  for  AudWng. 

Asst  to  Center  Dir  for  Advanced  Sys  Design. 
Comptroller. 

Deputy  Director  of  Administralion. 

Chief,  Aerodynamics  Division. 

CM,  RIgM  Systems  &  Simulation  Rach  Div. 

ChM,  Aerospace  Protects  Office. 

Deputy  Dir  Aerospace  Systems  Directorate. 

Chief  Aircrafl  Technology  Division. 

Chief,  Space  Science  Division. 

Chief,  Earth  Systems  Science  Division. 

CM,  Asroepace  Human  Factors  Research  Div. 

Chief,  Advanced  Life  Support  Divisioa 
Deputy  Director  of  Space  Research. 

Dep  Director,  Engineering  &  Tech  Svcs. 

Chief,  Computational  Fluid  Dynamics  Branch. 

CM,  Systems  Engineering  Div. 

Chief,  FuK  Scale  Aerodytaunics  Research  Center. 
Chief,  Fluid  Dynamics  Division.  ' 

ChM,  Computer  Systems  &  Research  Division. 
ChM,  Thernwecienoe  Division. 

ChM,  kdormailon  Sdsnces  Division. 

Deputy  Director  of  Aerophysics. 

ChM,  Science  &  Applications  Aircraft  Div. 

CM,  AMES  Research  Aircraft  Operations  Div. 

Chi  ^nnlnAAr 

CM,  FligM  Operations  Division. 

Assoc  Dk,  Dryden  Flight  Research  Facility. 

Dep  Dk,  NASA  AMES  Res  Center  DFRF. 
Comptroller. 

Director  of  Human  Resources. 

Dk  of  Univeraity  Programs. 

Dep  Dk  of  Mariagement  Operations. 

Associate  Director  for  Acquisition. 

Director  of  Right  Assurance. 

Dep  Dk  of  FHgM  Assurance. 

Deputy  Director  of  FligM  Prefects- 

Assoc  Dk  of  Fit  Pro)  Space  Stat  Frdm-Qoddard. 

Dep  Assoc  Dk  of  FHgM  Proj  for  EOS  Res  Mgt. 

Dep  Assoc  Dk  of  FligM  Prof  for  H-S-T. 

Dep  Dk  FHgM  Project  for  Ptog  Business  MgmL 
Assoc  Dk  of  FligM  Proj  FligM  Prof  Dk. 

Mgr,  Hubble  Space  Teiesc^  Oper  &  Ground  Syst. 
Profect  Manager,  Gamma  Ray  Observatory. 

Aseoc  Dk  of  FHgM  Prof  for  Earth  Obs  Syst 
Assoc  Dk  of  Fit  Prof  Hubble  Space  Tetoscope. 

Prof  Mgr,  Inti  Solar  Terr  Physics  Prof  (iSTP). 

Dk  of  FHgM  Projects. 

Prof  Mgr,  Hubble  Spe  Telescope  Syst  &  Serv. 
Project  Manager,  Meteorological  (METSAT)  Ptofec. 
Dep  Assoc  Dir  of  FHgM  Prof  Hubble  Space  TeL 
Asst  Okactor  for  Systems  Engineering. 

ChM,  NASA  Corrwnunications  Division. 

Assoc  Dir  of  Mission  Operations  &  Data  Syst 

Dep  Dk  of  Mission  Op^tione  &  Data  SyMems. 

ChM,  Nehvoritt  Divisioa 

ChM,  FHgM  Dynamics  Divisioa 

ChM,  Mission  Operations  Divisioa 

ChM,  Lab  for  Astrormny  and  Solar  Physics. 

ChM,  Lab  for  Extraterrestrial  Physics. 

Assoc  Dk  for  Projects  Engineering. 

ChM,  Lab  for  Hydrospheric  Processes. 

ChM,  Space  Data  and  Computing  Division. 

CM,  Laboratory  for  Atmospheres. 

Director  of  Space  Sciences. 

Deputy  Director  tor  Earth  Sciences. 

Chief,  Goddard  Institute  for  Spdee  Studiee. 
Associate  Director  lor  Science. 

ChM,  Laboratory  for  High  Energy  Astrophysics. 
Deputy  Director  of  Space  Scieni^. 

Director  for  Earth  Sciences. 

ChM,  Laboratory  for  Terrestrial  Physics. 

Dep  Dk  of  EngirWing. 

ChM.  InstrumeM  Division. 

Chi,  AppHed  Engineering  Div. 

Chief  Engineer.  ■<'  ^ 

ChM.  Special  Payloads  Division. 

Asst  Dk  of  Engineering  for  DeveiopmeM  Prof. 
Associate  Director  of  Engkieering. 

Chf,  Operations  Division. 

ComptroHer. 
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Positions  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  wganlzatfon  '' 


New  Initiatives  Office 
Center  Support . 


Space  Operations 


Research  &  Engineering 


Natl  Space  Transp  Sys  Prog  Ofc 
Space  Station  Project  Office . 


Safety,  Reliability  &  Quality  Assurance 

STS  Operations  Program  Office  ... _ _ 

NASA  White  Sands  Test  Facility . 

Kennedy  Space  Center . 


Comptroller . 

Biomedical  Office . 

Procurement . 

Public  Affairs . 

Space  Station  and  Advanced  Projects  Office 
Safety,  Reliability  and  Quality  Assurance . 


Career  reserved  poeWorta 


Aaaistani  OIreclor  (Plans). 

Dir  ot  Pubic  Affaire. 

Spec  Asst  for  Engineering  Operatlone  &  Safely. 

Dtoedor  Of  ProcuremenL 
Director  of  Human  Resources. 

Manager.  New  Initiatives  Office. 

Deputy  Manager,  New  Mdatives  Office. 

Deputy  OIr.  Center  OperMlons. 

Dir  Admin. 

Deputy  Dlmclor.  AdmMstiallon. 

OIr.  Center  Operations. 

AssMant  Director,  Mission  Operations. 

Director.  Mission  Operationa. 

Deputy  Asst  Dir  for  Program  Support 
Chief,  Akcrafl  Operations  OMsioa 
Director  Information  Systems. 

Deputy  Director,  Mission  Operations. 

AssMarK  Director  for  Progr^  Support 
Chief,  Space  Station  Ground  SyM^  DIvIsioa 
Dep  OIr.  FNghl  Crow  Operations. 

Asst  OIr  tor  Space  Shuttle  Protpam. 

Chief,  Space  Shuttle  Ground  S^  Division. 
Deputy  Director,  Information  Systems. 

Deputy  Director.  Engineering. 

Chief,  Propulsion  &  Power  OMsioa 
ChM.  Structures  stkI  Mechanics  DMsioa 
Chief,  Medical  Sciences  DMsIoa 
Chief,  Automation  and  Robotics  DMsioa 
Chief.  Systems  Engineering  OMsioa 
Manager  for  Program  Science. 

Associate  Director,  Engineering. 

Director.  Engineering. 

Chief  Engine.  New  Initiatives. 

Manager,  Orbiler  Engineering  OMce. 

Deputy  Director,  Sp^  and  Ufa  Sciences. 

Chief,  FRgM  Data  Systems  OMsioa 
Chief,  TracWrtg  A  Communicaliono  DMsioa 
Chief,  Navlga^  Contrl  &  Aeronautics  Div. 

Dep  Manager,  Orbiler  &  GFE  Projects  Office. 
Chf,  Mart-systems  DMsioa 
Mattager,  Orbeter  and  GFE  Projects  Office. 
Mana^  for  Technicai  Projects. 

Manager  for  OevelopmenL 
Dep  f^.  Space  Station  Projects  Office 
Dep  Mgr  for  Prog  A  Operations  Integratloa 
OIr,  Safely,  ReiiabWty,  A  QuaWy  Assurance. 

Dep  Dir,  Safety,  RetabiWy  A  Oual  Assurance. 
Meutagar,  Lunar  A  Mars  Expiotation  Prog  Office. 
Manager,  NASA  White  Sands  Test  Facility. 

Ok,  Exec  Management  Ofc. 

Associate  Deputy  Director. 

Spec  Asst  to  the  Center  Director. 

Deputy  ControNer. 

Chf.,  Biomedkarf  OMca 
Director,  P.-ocuremenL 
Dk  Pubiic  Affairs. 

Manager  Space  Station  Projects  Office. 

Director,  Safety  and  Reiiabi^, 

Dk  Mission'Assurance. 


Shuttle  Management  Operations . 

Center  Support  Operations . 

Engineeririg  Developmenl . 

Project  Management . 

Electronic  Engineering . 

Cargo  Management  and  Operations 

STS  Cargo  Operations . 

Shuttle  Projects  Office  . . 

Langley  Research  Center . 

Electronics  Directorate . 


Stnictures  Dkeclorate 


Director,  Quality  Assurance. 

Dk,  Shuttle  Logistics  Project  Management 
Dk  ot  Space  Trarrs  Systm  Mgmt  A  OperMlons. 
Director  ot  Center  Support  Operations. 

Deputy  Director  of  Engineeririg  Deveiopment 
Ok,  Mechanicai  Engineering. 

Director,  Fadlitiee  Engkieeting. 

Director,  Electronic  Engineering. 

Director,  Expendable  Vehicles. 

Director,  STS  Payload  Operations. 

Director.  Shuttle  Operations. 

Director,  (kound  Engineering.  <■ 

Chief  SdendsL 
Chief  Engineer. 

Chf.,  Analysis  A  Computation  DMsioa 

Chief,  Projects  DMsioa 

Chief  FNgM  Electronics  DMsioa 

(Met  kwtrumenl  Research  DMsioa 

Chf,  Acoustics  OMsioa 

Chief  Matertats  DMsioa 

Chief,  Stnjctural  Dynamics  DMsioa 
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Agancy.  ofganization 


Caraar  wMfvad  poaWons 


Aafonauttca  Diractomta 


Space  Diractontto 


Systems  Engineertng  and  Operations  Dtrectorale 


rsgtir^tystemi  Dfrectorate  . 

Lewis  Research  Cerffer . . . 

Admintstration  A  Computer  Settees . 

Aeronautics  Directorate . — 

Space  Station  Systems  Olreclorate 


Aerospace  Technology  Otreclorate 

Space  FUghi  Systema  OIreclorala  .. 


Engineering  . ■  ' 

MarshaN  Space  FHght  Canlar . - ■ 

Office  of  Stty,  Ret  &  Quality  Assurartce  . . . 

Heavy  Lift  Launch  Vahlda  Oeffnitlon  Office  ............. 

Science  and  Englrreerlng _ _ 


Payload  Proiects  Office . 

Space  Station  Pro)ects  Office 


OIr  of  imetagancy  Programs. 

Chief  Applied  Aanxfynamics  Division. 

Chief,  Fllghi  Applications  DIvisioa 
Dir,  National  Aero-space  Plana  Office. 

Chlaf,  Fluid  Mechanics  Division. 

Chief,  Space  Systems  Division. 

Chief  Almoapheilc  Sdenoas  DMeioa 
Manager.  Space  Station  Freedom  Office. 

Mana^,  Human  Ei^ioiatlon  Mtiallve  Office. 
ChM,  Advanced  Vahidee  Division. 

Dap  Dir  for  Syst  Engineering  &  OperaUone. 

Chief,  Systems  Engineering  DIv. 

Chf,  Syet  Sfty,  Quality  A  ReiiabUty  DN. 

Chief,  Engin^  S  E  &  O. 

Chief,  Fadiilles  Engineer  Division. 

Deputy  Director  for  Management  Operations. 
Chief,  Mormation  Systems  Divisiort. 

Chf,  Guidance  and  Control  Division. 

Chief,  Flight  Management  Dtvisioa 
Director,  External  Programs. 

Chf,  Ofc  of  Sfty,  Reliability  &  Quality  Assur. 
Dkector  of  Lewris  Research  Academy. 

Chief,  Computer  Services  DIvisioa 
Dir,  Adm  A  Computer  Services  Directorate. 

Chf,  Propulsion  Systems  DN. 

Chief,  Instrumentation  A  Control  Techno!  Div. 

Chf,  Internal  Fluid  Mechanics  Division. 

ChM  Techrx)logist 

Chf,  Aeropropulsion  Analysis  Office. 

CM,  AeroprofXiislon  FadWIes  A  Exper  Div. 

Dep  Dir  of  Space  Station  Systems. 

Chief,  Electrical  Systems  Division. 

Chief  Engineer. 

Chief,  Power  TachrK>logy  DIvisioa 
Deputy  for  Inlegratioa 

Chief,  Space  Propulsion  Technology  Division. 
Chief.  Materials  Division. 

Chief,  Stnjctures  Division. 

Chief,  Interdisciplinary  Technology  Office. 

CM,  ArManced  Space  Analysis  Office. 

Manager,  Laurwh  Vahide  Profed  Office. 

Manager,  Acts  Project  Office. 

Chief,  Space  Experimanls  Division. 

Chief,  Space  Communications  DIvisioa 
Chief,  Stnx:tural  Systems  Division. 

CM,  Eledronics  A  Contrd  Systems  DIvisioa 
Director  of  Engirtaerlng. 

Deputy  Director  of  Engineering. 

Chief,  Propuieion  A  Fluid  Systems  DMeioa 
Comptroller. 

Dir,  Human  Res  A  Administrative  Support  Ofc. 
Associate  Director. 

Director,  QuaUty  Assurance  Office. 

Dir,  Systems  Safely  A  Reliabiiily  Office. 

Director,  Safely  A  Mission  Assurance  Office. 
Manager,  AcquisWon  A  Businees  Management 
Manager,  Spm  Transportation  Main  Engine  Sys. 
Chief  Ertgineer,  Observatory  Projects. 

Otredor,  Space  Sciences  Lab. 

Director,  Propulsion  Laboratory. 

Director,  Syst  Anal  A  Integration  Laboratory. 
Deputy  Direclor,  Space  Science  Laboratory. 

Dap  Dir,  Structures  A  Dynamics  Laboratory. 
Deputy  Dir,  Maleriale  A  Processes  Laboratory. 
Dep  Dir,  Mission  Operafions  Laboratory. 

Dep  Dir,  Syst  Anal  A  Integration  Laboratory. 
Manager  Space  Shuttle  Main  Engine  Projects. 
Director  Irtformation  A  Electronic  Sys  Lab. 

Deputy  Director  for  Space  Systems. 

Dir  Structures  Dynamics  Laboratory. 

Chief  Engineer,  Space  Station  Projiscts. 

Dir,  Materials  A  Processes  Laboratory. 

Dap  Dir  for  Space  Transportation  Systems. 

Chief  EngiTMer  Heavy  Lift  Launch  Vehide. 

Dir,  Research  A  Technology  Office. 

Director,  Mission  Operations  Laboratory. 

Mgr,  Science  A  Applications  Payload  Projects. 
0^  Manager  Payload  Projects  Office 
Manager,  Space  Station  Projects  Office. 

Deputy  Manager  for  Advanced  Launch  System 
Deputy  Manager  Space  Station  Projects  Office. 
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Positions  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  organization 
Program  Deveiopmenl  . 

Shuttie  Projects  Office  . . 

Spacecraft  Office . 

Arfministration  and  Program  Support . 

Stennis  Space  Center . 

National  Archives  &  Records  Administration: 

National  Archives  &  Records  Administration . 


National  Capital  Planning  Commission; 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission  Staff 


National  Endowment  for  the  Arts: 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts 


S 


Career  reeenred  poeitione 


Deputy  Director,  Program  Deveiopmenl. 
Director,  Preliminary  Design  Office. 

Assoc  Dir  tor  Advanced  Planning. 

Manager,  External  Tank  Project 
Mgr  SoNd  Rocket  Booeter  Project 
M^  Redesign  Solid  Rocket  Motor  Project 
Manager.  Advanced  Solid  Rocket  Motor  Project 
Mana^,  Obeervatory  Projects  Office. 

Dep  Mgr,  Obeetvatory  Projects  Office. 

Manager,  Spacecraft  OMce. 

Dir  Into  SyMems  Office. 

Dk,  Insitiulional  &  Program  Support 
Director,  Procurement  Office. 

Dep  Dir,  tostHutional  &  Program  Support 
Director,  FackWee  Office. 

Dir  Sd  &  Tech  Lab. 

Director,  Center  Operatione. 

Deputy  Director,  NASA  Stennis  Space  Center. 
Asaoc.  Director  tor  Institullon. 

Dir,  Propulsion  Test  Operations. 


Deputy  Archivist  of  the  United  States. 

Asst  Archivist  tor  the  Nattonai  Archives. 

Asst  Archivist  tor  Presldenltal  Librattes. 

Asst  Archivist  tor  Federal  Records  Centers. 
Director  of  toe  Federal  Register. 

Asst  Archivist  tor  Records  Administration. 
Asst  Archivist  tor  Mgl  and  Administration. 
Director,  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  Ubrary. 
Director,  S.  Truman  Ubrary. 

Asst  Archivist  tor  Spec  &  Regl  Archives. 

Executive  Director. 

Assoc  Exec  Dir  O.C.  Affairs. 

Assistant  Executive  Director  tor  Operations. 
Dir  of  Intergovemmental  A  PubNc  Affairs. 

Director  of  Program  Coordination. 

Director  of  AdminMiation. 


National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities: 
National  Endowment  tor  the  Humanities 


Dk,  Office  of  Planning  A  Budget. 
Asst  Chakman  tor  Operations. 


National  Labor  Relations  Board: 

Ofc  of  toe  Board  Members . . 

Oiv  of  Enforcement  Litigation  ... 

Div  of  Advice . 

DIv  of  Administration . 

Div  of  Operations  Management 


Regional  Offices 


Executive  Secy. 

Deputy  Executive  Secretary. 

Inspector  General 

Deputy  Assoc.  Gen.  Counsel  Appeilate  Court  Br. 
Dkector,  Office  of  Appeals. 

Associate  Gen  Counsel,  Div  of  Advice. 

Deputy  Assoc  Gen  Counsel 

Director  of  Administraltoa 

Deputy  Director  of  Administratloa 

Assoc  General  Counsel  Oiv  of  Operation— MgmL 

Dep  Asso  Gen  Counsel  Oiv  of  Operatione— MgmL 

Assistant  Gerterai  Counsel 

AssManl  General  Counsel 

Assistanl  General  Counsel 

Assistant  General  Counsel 

Assistanl  General  Counsel 

Assistanl  to  the  General  Counsel. 

Regl  Dk  Reg  1  Boston. 

Regionai  Dkector,  Reg.  2,  New  York. 

Regional  Director,  Reg.  3.  Buffalo. 

Regl  Dk  Reg  4  Philadelphia. 

Regional  Director,  Reg.  S.  BaMmora. 

Regicnal  Director,  Re^  6.  Pttaburgh. 

Re^  Ok.  Region  7,  Detroit  Mich. 

Regional  Director,  Reg.  0.  Cleveland. 

Regionai  Dkector,  Re^  9.  Cbwinnatf . 
RegIDkReglOAtianla. 

Re^.  Dk..  R^  11.  Winston  Salem 
Regionai  Director.  Reg  12.  Tampa. 

Regional  Director.  Reg  13.  Chid^jo. 

Re^  Ok  Reg  14.  St  Louis. 

Regl  Ok  Reg  16.  New  Orleans. 

Regl  Dk  Reg  16.  R  Worth. 

Regl  Dk  Reg  17.  Kansas  Cky. 

Regl  Ok  Reg  16.  Minneapolis. 

Regl  Dk  Reg  19.  Seattle. 

Regional  Dk.  Reg  20.  San  Frandsoo. 

Regional  Dkector.  Reg.  21.  Loe  Angeiee. 


iH-W" 
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Ae*ncy.  otganizalion 


National  Sdonca  Foundadon: 
OHica  o(  lha  OIractor . 


Offlca  of  lha  Qanecal  Counaal  . 

OfSca  of  Planning  and  Aasasamani 


Offlca  of  tha  Inapactor  Ganaral 


DIractorala  for  Gaoaclancaa _ 

DMalon  of  a  Atmoapharic  Sdancaa . 


OMalor  of  Earth  Sdancaa  - 

[)lvtalon  of  Ocaan  Sdancaa 
DMalon  of  Polar  Piograma  . 


Diradorala  for  Englnaarlng . 

DMalon  of  Englnaarlng  Education  A  Canlara 


DIv  of  Daaign  and  Manufacturing  Systema . 

DMalon  of  Blologicai  and  Critical  Syatama  . . 

DIv  of  Eladitcal  and  CommunlcaSona  Syatama 

DIv  of  Madtanical  and  Structural  Systema . 

Organization  Abolahad . . 


DMalon  of  Irtduatrlal  Innovation  Inlerfaca . 

Diractorala  for  Biological  Sdancaa _ _ 

DMalon  of  Environmental  Biology _ _ 

Diractorala  for  Mathematical  and  Phyalcal  Sdancaa 


DMalon  of  Phyaica . 

DMalon  of  Aatronomical  Sdancaa.  . 
DMalon  of  Mattwmatical  Sdancaa. 
DMalon  of  Matertala  Roaaaich _ 


DMalon  of  Chemistry 


Diractorala  for  Education  &  Human  Reaourcaa  . 


DMalon  of  Human  Raaourca  Davalopment _ 

Offlca  of  Systemic  Reform _ _ _ 

DIractorata  for  Social.  Bahavlorai  and  Economic  Sdancaa 

Division  of  Sdanca  Reaourcaa  Sludtos . . . ... 

Division  of  Inlemallonal  Programs _ _ 


DMalon  of  Social  A  Economic  Sdaneaa _ _ _ 

DMalon  of  Behavioral  A  CognWva  Sdancaa _ 

DIractorata  for  CompiAar  A  Info  Sdanca  A  Englnaarlng 

DIv  of  Advanced  SdamMc  Computing _ 

DIv  of  Computer  and  Computation  Raaaarch _ 


Career  raaerved  podtiona 


Regional  Dirador  Rag.  22.  Nawarlc. 

Ragionai  DIraclor  Rag  24.  Halo  Ray  Puerto  RVxi 
Regl  Dk.  Rag  2S,  Indtonapoiis. 

RagI  Dir  Rag  26,  Mamphia. 

RagI  Dir  Rag  27,  Denver. 

Ragl.  Dk.  R^  28,  Phoenix. 

RagI  Dk  Rag  29.  Brooklyn. 

RagI  Dk  Rag  30.  MHwaukee. 

Ragl.  Dk.,  Rag.  32,  Oakland. 

Ragtorml  Dkador,  Rag  33,  Peoria.  W. 

Ragl  Dk  Rag  31.  Loa  Angalaa. 

Ragionai  Dkador  Rag  34.  Hartford. 

ExacuUva  Asst  to  tha  Director. 

Exacutiva  Asst  A  Special  CouneaL 
Deputy  General  CouneaL 
Director,  Program  Evaluation  Staff. 

Section  Head,  Sdonca  A  Innovation  PoL  Sac. 
Senior  Staff  Aasodata  Program  Evaluation. 

Senior  Staff  Assodatton  PoHcy  Analysis 
toapedor  QanaraL 
Counaal  to  tha  Inspaclor  GanaraL 
Assistani  ktspactor  Ganarai  for  OvarsIghL 
Exacutiva  Ofticar. 

Head.  NCAR  Coordination  Staff. 

Section  Head,  Upper  Atmosphere  Section. 

Head  Lower  Atniosphara  Sectioa 
Section  Heaa  Res^rch  Grants  Sactiori 
Head  Major  Pioiad  Section. 

Section  Head  Ocean  Sdancaa  Research  Sedlon. 
Martager  Polar  OPS  Sectioa 
Head,  Polar  Coordkialion  A  kifo  Sectioa 
Dap  Ok  Division  of  Polar  Piograma. 

Senior  Engineering  Advisor. 

Deputy  Division  Director  (Education). 

Senior  Staff  Associate. 

Deputy  Division  Okedor. 

Head  Hazard  Mitigation  Sectioa 
Deputy  Division  Dkador. 

Dafxrty  Division  Dkador. 

OfficaHead. 

Serrior  Staff  Assodata. 

Dap  Dk,  Div  of  Eng  Infrastnjcture  Dav. 

Dap  Ok  Div  of  kxlustrlal  Innovation  Inlarf. 
Exacutiva  Officar. 

Deputy  Asst  Director. 

Dajxrty  Division  Director. 

Executive  Officar. 

Senior  Staff  Assodata  for  Planning. 

Deputy  Division  Dkador. 

Dap  Dk,  Division  of  Astronomical  Sciences. 
Defxily  Division  Dkador. 

OafXJty  Dkector. 

Head,  Special  Programs  In  Materials  Offlca. 
Senior  Staff  Sdantist 
Senior  Staff  SdentisL 
Head  Special  Projects  Office. 

Dap  Dk  OMsion  of  Chemistry. 

Senior  Staff  Assodata. 

Deputy  Asst  Dkector. 

Senior  Staff  Associate. 

Senior  Staff  Assodata. 

Senior  Staff  Assodata. 

Deputy  Dkador. 

Deputy  Offica  Head. 

Exa  Officer  Social  Behavioral  Econ  Sdancas. 
Senior  Staff  Assodata. 

Senior  Staff  for  Human  Res  Studies  A  Assess. 
Deputy  Division  Director. 

Senior  Staff  Associate. 

Head  Europe  Sectioa 
Head,  East  Asla/Padfic  Section. 

Head,  Latin  Amarica/Africa/Asla  Section. 

Head,  East  AaielPadfic  Sectioa 
Senior  Staff  Assodata. 

Senior  Staff  Assodata. 

Deputy  Division  Dkador. 

Dap  Dk,  Div  of  Behavioral  A  CognNiva  Sd. 
Exacutiva  Officer 
Deputy  Dkector 
Deputy  Division  Director. 
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PosrnoNS  that  Career  Reserved  DuRmeCaiENEMW  Year  19^— Confnoepd 


Agency,  otganlzMion 


Dtv  of  Intormatioa  Robotics  &  mtelBgont  Systems . 

Division  of  Mlcfoelectionlc  Intomiatton  Processing  Sys 

Div  of  NehMxWng  &  Comm  Res  &  Mrastrocturo . 

Office  of  Budget,  Finance  and  Award  Management . 


Division  of  Giants  and  Contracts . . . . . . 

Division  of  Financial  Management  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Office  of  Information  and  Resource  Management - 


Division  of  Information  Systems  . . . . . . 

Division  of  Human  Resource  Management _ _ _ _ 

Division  of  Administrative  Services _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

National  Transportation  Safety  Beard: 

Office  of  the  Managing  Director . . . . . . 


I 

Office  of  Admlnistralion . . . 

Office  of  Aviation  SafMy . . 

Office  of  Research  ft  Cngineoring  . 

Office  of  Safety  Recommendations  . 

Office  of  Surface  Transportation  Safely 


Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission; 

Atomic  Safety  arKf  Lteetwlng  Brd  Panel  . . . . . 

Office  of  the  inspector  Genarat . . . 


Deputy  GC  for  Licensing  S  Regulation . . 

Dep  GC  for  Hearings,  Enforcement  S  Administration _ 

Assistant  GC  for  Hearing  and  Enforcement . 


Office  of  Commission  Appellate  Ar^udicatfon - - - 

Division  of  Operationai  Assessment . . . . 

Division  of  Safety  Programs . . . . — . 

Office  of  Administration . . . . 

Office  of  Information  Resources  Management . . . . 

Office  of  the  Controller ... . . . . 


Office  of  investigatiotw . . . . . . 

Ofc  of  Small  artd  Disadv  Bus  UtiIbniiorVCivt  Rights _ : - 

Program  ManagemenL  Policy  Deveiopmenl  &  Analysis  Staff  _ 


Assistant  Director  for  Region  I  Reactors 


Assistant  Director  tor  Region  II  Reactors  . . . . . . . 

Division  of  Reactor  Projeels  »,  IV  4  y . . . . . . 

Assistam  Director  for  Region  Mf  Reactors . . 

Assistant  Director  lor  Region  IV  and  V  Reactors _ _ 

AssocDif  For  Advanced  Reaclors  ft  UceneeRerrewal . . . 

Division  of  Engineering  Tecimology . . 

Division  of  Systems  Technology . . 

Division  of  Operational  Events  Aaeessment _ 


Career  resenred  positions 


Deputy  Division  Director. 

Deputy  DMsion  Director. 

Director,  Ofc  of  Budget,  F  ft  A  Management 
Dep  Dir,  Ofc  of  Budget  F  ft  A  Management 
^Jirsctor,  ^hi^^gsS  ^HvfOion. 

Director  Division  of  Grants  and  Contracts 
DIreclor,  Operations  and  AnalysiB. 

Dep  Dir,  Ofc  of  information  ft  Resource  MgrrS. 
Senior  Stall  Assodale. 
mr  rVnPWi^  tt  c¥Mnvon. 

Dir.  Infomiation  Technologies  Division. 

Dep  Dk,  Div  of  Infonnation  Systems. 

DivElir,  Divot  Human- Resource  Mseagemont 
Dir.  Division  of  Administrative  Senrlces. 

Dep  Managing  Dir  tor  Mgmt  ft  Policy. 
t)ap  Managtog  Dir  tor  Program  Operatiowe 
Chief  Technical  Advisor. 

Dir  Ollics  of  Admirristratlon. 

-  Dkeelor  Ofc  of  Avfatton  Safely. 

Deputy  Director  Ofc  of  Aviation  Safety. 

Dir  Ofc  of  Research  and  Engineering. 

Director  Ofc  et  Scdehr  Recorseserr^fctlcns 
Dir  Ofc  of  Surface  Tranepertatien  Safety. 

Deputy  Director. 

Chairman  ASLBP. 

Deputy  Chief  Administmllve  Judge  Ewecuttve. 

Dep  Dir  Ofc  of  the  Inspector  General. 

Asst  Inspector  General  for  Investigatiorrs. 

Asst  Inspector  General  for  Audfts. 

Deputy  Assistant  GC/Legisiative  Counsel. 

Deputy  Assistant  GC  for  Administration. 

Deputy  Assistant  Gerreral  Couneet 
Deputy  Assistant  General  Counsel. 

Deputy  Assistant  General  Counsel. 

Deputy  Assistant  General  Counsel. 

Dir  Ofc  of  Comm  Appellate  Ad)udlcatlon. 

Chief  Incident  Response  Branch. 

Chf,  Diagnostic  Evai  ft  Incident  Invest  Brartch. 
Chf,  Reactor  Operatione  Analysis  Branch. 

Chf.  Trends  ft  Patterns  Analysis  Branch. 

Dir  Div  of  Contracts  ft  Property  ManagemenL 
Director,  Div  of  Security. 

Dep  Dir  /  Lss  Adrttr,  Ofc  of  Me  Res  Mgmt. 

Dep  Chief  Flnanciai  Officer/ControNer. 

Dir,  Division  of  Accounting  and  Finance. 

Special  Assistant  for  Internal  Controls. 

Associate  Director  tor  Legal  Affatos. 

Director. 

Chief,  Ping,  Programs  ft  Mgmt  Support  Branch. 
Chf,  Pot  Dev  ft  Tech  Support  Bratwh. 

Chf.  Inspection  ft  Licen^  Progs  Branch 
Project  Dir,  Project  Directorate  1-1. 

Project  Director,  Project  Directorate  1-2. 

Pr^ect  Director,  Project  Directorate  1-3. 

Project  Director,  Prr^ect  Directorpte  M. 

Proj  Dir,  Project  Directorate  II  t. 

Prej  Dk,  PtrMcl  Diracterate  H  2. 

Proj  Dk,  Project  Directorate  II 3. 

Proj  Dir,  Pn^ect  Dkactorate  II 4. 

Proj  Dk,  N-P  Reactor,  D  ft  E  Proj  Directorate. 
Proj  Dk,  Project  Directorate  III  1. 

Proj  Dk,  Prefect  Directorate  III  2. 

Proj  Dk,  Project  Directorate  III  3. 

PmiI  nu  Pfininri  M 

UWt  nU|Uvl  wffWVWCnv 

Proj  Dk,  Project  Dkectorate  IV-1. 

Proj  Dk,  Project  Directorate  IV-2. 

Prt^ect  Dk,  Standardization  Proj  Dkectorate. 

Proj  Dk,  License  Renewal  Proj  Dk. 

Chief,  Meterials  ftCherrricatEnglneorfhg  Br. 

Chf,  Mechanical  Engineering  Branch. 

Chf,  Structural  ft  Geosciancee  Branch. 

Chf,  Piant  Systems  Branch. 

Chf,  Reader  lystems  Branch. 

Chf,  tostnimentation  ft  Control  Syst  Branch. 

Chf,  Electrical  Systems  Branch 

Chief,  Containment  Sys  ft  Severe  Accident  Brch. 

Chief,  Generic  Communications  Branch 
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Agency,  ofganlatlon 

DMtlon  ol  Reactor  Inspection  A  Safeguards . . 

DN  o(  Radiation  Protection  A  Emergency  Preparedness  ... 

OMsion  <A  Licensee  Performance  A  Quality  Evaluation _ 

Division  of  Safeguards  A  Transportation . 

DIv  of  Industrial  A  Medical  Nuclear  Safely . 

Division  of  High  Level  Waste  Management . 

Div  of  Low  Level  Waste  Management  A  Decommissioning 

Ofc  of  Nuc  Regulalory  Research . . 

Division  of  Engineerirtg  . . 

Division  of  Safety  Issue  Resolution . 

Division  of  Regulalory  AppNcatlona . . . . 

Division  of  Systems  Research . 

Region  I . 


Region  II 


Region  in 


Region  IV 


RegionV 


Office  of  Government  Ethics: 
Office  of  Govemmert  Ethics 


Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Office  of  the  Director . 


Career  reeenred  poeitiona 


CM,  Technical  SpecWcation  Branch. 

ChM.  Events  Assessment  Branch. 

CM,  Vendor  Inspection  Branch. 

CM,  Safeguards  Branch. 

CM,  SperM  Inapectlone  Branch. 

Chief,  Emergency  Preparednesa  Branch. 

CM,  Risk  AppHcalion  Branch. 

CM,  Rartation  Protection  Branch. 

CM,  Human  Factors  Asaessmenl  Branch. 

CM,  Operator  Llcanaing  Branch. 

CM,  Performance  A  OiMlIty  Evaluation  Branch 
Chief,  Domestic  Safeguards  Branch. 

CM,  Irderrwtiortal  Safeguards  Branch. 

Chief,  Transportation  Branch. 

Chiel,  Operations  Branch. 

Chief,  Fuel  Cycle  Safely  Branch. 

Chief,  Medical,  Acad  A  Com  Use  Sfly  Branch. 
Chief,  Source  Containment  A  Devlcee  Br. 

Chief,  Geology  A  Engineering  Branch. 

Pro|  Dk,  RepoNlory  LAO  Assurance. 

Chief,  Hydrology  A  Systems  Performance  Branch. 
Chief,  Low-Level  Waste  Management  Branch. 
Chief,  Uranium  Recovery  Branch. 

CM,  Decommissioning  A  Regulatory  Issues  Br. 
Dk,  Res  Admin  Fiscal  Control  A  Budget. 

Chief,  Materials  Engirteering  Brarrch. 

Chief,  Waste  Managemerk  Branch. 

Chief,  Electricai  and  Mechanical  Engineer  Brh. 
Chief,  Stnjctural  and  Seismic  Engineering  Bm. 
Chief,  Severe  Acddenl  Issues  Branch. 

Chief,  Engineering  Issues  Branch. 

Chief,  Reactor  and  Plant  Sfty  Issues  Branch. 
CNet,  Regulation  Developmeni  Branch. 

CM,  Radiation  Protection  A  Health  Effects  Br. 
Chief,  Adv  Reactors  and  Gertetlc  Issues  Branch. 
Chief,  AcddeM  Evakialion  Brartch. 

CM,  Probabilistic  Risk  Analysis  Branch. 

Chief,  Reactor  and  Plant  Systems  Branch. 

Chief,  Human  Factors  Branch. 

Deputy  Regional  Administrator. 

Dk,  Div  of  Radiation  Safety  A  Safeguards. 

Dep  Dk,  Div  of  Radiation  Safety  A  Safeguards. 
Director  Division  of  Reactor  Safety. 

Dep  Ok,  Div  of  Reackx  Safety. 

Okeclor,  Division  of  Reactor  Projects. 

Deputy  Director,  Division  of  Reactor  Projects. 
Deputy  Regional  Administrator  Region  II. 

Dk,  Div  of  Radiation  Safely  A  Safeguards. 

Dep  Ok,  Div  of  Radiation  Safety  A  Safeguards. 
Director,  Division  of  Reactor  Projects. 

Deputy  Director,  Division  of  Reactor  Projects. 
Director,  Division  of  Reactor  Safety. 

Dep  Dk,  Div  of  Reactor  Safety. 

Dep  Regional  Administrator  Region  Ilf. 

Director,  Division  of  Reactor  Safety. 

Dep  Ok,  Div  of  Reactor  Safety. 

Director,  Division  of  Reactor  Projects. 

Deputy  Dkector  Division  of  Rear^  Projects. 

Ok,  Dm  of  Radiation  Safely  A  Safeguards. 

Dap  Ok,  Div  of  Radiation  ^fety  A  Safeguards. 
DefXJty  Regional  Administrator  Region  IV. 

Director  Uranium  Recovery  Field  Office. 

Dkector  Div  of  Reactor  Projects. 

Deputy  Director,  Div  of  Reactor  Projects. 

Dk,  ON  of  Radiation  Safely  A  Safeguards. 

Dk,  Division  of  Reactor  Safely. 

Dep  Dk,  ON  of  Radiation  Safety  A  Safeguards. 
Deputy  Regional  Administrator  Region  V. 

Dk  ON  of  Reactor  Safety  and  Proj^. 

Dep  Ok  ON  of  Reactor  Safety  and  Projects. 

Dk,  DN  of  Radiation  Safety  A  Safeguards. 

Deputy  Dkector. 

Deputy  General  Counsel. 

Assoc  Dk  for  Program  Develop  A  Compliance. 

Assistant  Director  for  Administration. 

Deputy  Assodale  Ok  tor  Economic  Policy. 

Assoc  Dk  tor  Legislative  Ref  A  Adm. 

Critical  Information  Systems  Manager. 

Dep  Assistant  Director  for  Administration. 
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Posmorts  Tnkt  Weire  Capieer  Resepwed  Ourms  Ocenoar  Year  tdoe— Conlinuad 


AaaNcy,  organization 


Caioar  raaetved  poaWona 


Offlca  of  Oaneral  Counsel _ . . . 

LegisiaUve  Raferenc*  OMaion _ _ _ 

OWca  of  Faderal  Procuramanl  PoNcy . . 

Offica  of  Inlormation  and  RaguMory  Atah* . . 

Assodata  Director  lor  Managamaat - - - 

Budget  Review  Division  . . . . . . 


Assoc  Dir  for  National  Security  and  IntamaHenal  Ate . . . 

International  AKaiis  Division 

National  Security  Division  ... 


Dap  Qen  CouDsaL 

AsanrHala  Qanatai  Counsel  tor  BudosC 
Aset  DIf  latfsiattva  nRaneai 
DepMsat/Oir  lor  LaglalaliMa  Rafaranoa. 

Chiai.  Eoonomlcai.  Sdanca  a  Qo«t  BMnetk. 

Qiiat.  Raaourcaa-Datonaa-MamaHanaP  BanctL 
Aaaoc  Admr  tor  Procuramem  Law  a  LaoWaMoR 
Asaoc.  Administialor  tor  Mana^aMat  Oomot 
Chief,  Infonnation  Policy  Branch. 

Chief,  Hurttan  Resourcea  and  Housing  Branch. 
ChM,  Commerce  and  Lands  Branch. 

Chief,  Statistical  Policy  Branch. 

Chief,  Natural  Resourcea  Branch. 

Chf,  Into  Technology  Management  BrancK 
Chief,  Management  imegrity  Branch. 

Chief,  Rnanciai  Systems  and  Policy  Branch. 

Chief,  Personnel  &  General  Sendees  Branch. 
Chief,  Credit  and  Cash  Management  BrwKh. 
Assistant  Director  tor  General  ManagemenL 
Deputy  Assistant  tor  General  ManagemenL 
Branch  Chief,  Federal  Peteonnei  Policy  Branch. 
Chief,  Federal  Sendees  Branch. 

Branch  Chief,  MBO  Evaluation  &  Planning  Branch. 
Chief,  Fin  Standards  O  Reporting  Branch. 

Chief,  Federal  Financial  Systems  Branch. 

Asst  Dir  for  Budget  Review. 

Dep  Assistant  Director  for  Budget  Review. 

Chief,  Fiscal  Analysis  Branch. 

Dap  Chief,  Fiscal  Analysis  Branch. 

Dep  Asst  Dir  for  Budget  Review  &  Coacapta. 
Chief,  Resources  Systems  Branck. 

Chief,  Central  Budget  Management  Sttdf. 

Deputy  Chief,  Bud^  Preparation  Branch. 

Deputy  Associate  Director  for  Special  Shidtsa. 

Dep  Assoc  Dir  for  Inlamatl  AffaitB. 

.  Chief,  State-USIA  Branch. 

Chief,  Economic  Affairs  Branch. 

Chief,  Intemationai  Security  Alfaira  Braack 
Dep  Assoc  Dir  for  Natkmal  Security. 

Dep  Chief. 

.  Chief,  Command,  CtiL  Comma,.  A  imslig  Bmaclt 
Chief,  Navy  Branch. 

Chief,  Force  Structure  A  kfvestmerS  Branch. 


Health  and  Income  Maintenance- Diwiston  . . . . 

Labor,  Veterans,  and  Educattort-DMaton . . . . . 

Associate  Director  for  Economies  and  Qoaommant _ _ _ 

Transportation.  Conanenca,  and  Justice  OMsion - 

Housing,  Treasury  arxi  FInartce  Division . . 

Assoc  Dir  for  Natural  Rasoureas.  Enargif,  and  Sdanea _ _ 

Natural  Resources  Division . . . . . . 


Chief,  Oper  A  Support  Branch. 

Dep  Assoc  Dir  for  Health  A  Incoma  MahNsnancai 
Chf,  tooome  Maintenance  Branch. 

Chief,  Health  A  Social  Setvioaa  Branek 
Chief,  Health  A  Financing.  Branch. 

Chief,  Labor  Branch. 

Chief,  Education  Branch. 

Chf  Velaian  AMaiw  Brnnek 
Dep  Assoc  Dir  tor  Special  Studies. 

Dep  Assoc  Dir  for  Transp  Commerce  A  Justice. 
Chief,  Commerce  A  JuaSca  Branek 
Chief,  Transport  Gerteral  Services  Branch. 
Deputy  Assoc  Dir  for  Housing  Treasury  naawesi 
Chief,  Traasury^post  Branch. 

Chief,  Financial  InstiMiene  Branek 
Chief,  Housing  Branch. 

Dep  Assoc  Dir  for  Spec  Studies. 

Dep  Associate  Dir  for  Natural  Raaourcaa. 

Chief,  Water  Resources  Branch. 


Chief,  Agricultural  Branch. 
Chief,  Environment  Branek 
Chief,  Interior  Branch. 

Asst  Division  Chief  NRD. 


Energy  and  Science  Division 


Office  of  Personnel  Management 

Office  of  the  Director . — - - - - - 

Office  of  the  Chief  Financial  QfHcar _ L _ 

Office  of  the  Inspector  Oaneral  _ 

Office  of  Executive  and  Management  Policy _ _ 

Office  of  Information  Management . . 

Office  of  Actuariea . - . _ 

Office  of  Insurance  Programs _ _ _ 

Office  of  Redremec*  Programs - - - 

Office  of  PersonneI  RBaearch  and  Pee  — . 


Dep.  Assoc.  Dir  for  Energy  A  Science. 

Chief,  Nudear  Energy  Branch. 

Chief,  Science  and  Space  Programs  Branch. 
Chief,  Nor>-Nuciear  Energy  Branek 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Combinad  Fed  Campkm  Ctoandena. 
Chief  Financial  Officer. 

Deputy  Inspector  General. 

Asst  Inspector  General  for  Audits. 

Asst  Dir  for  Executive  A  Managemertt  Policy. 
Executive  for  ADP  Operations. 

Director,  Office  of  Actuaries. 

Asst  Dir  for  Insurance  Program. 

Asst  Dir  for  Redremem  Programs. 

Asst  Dir  tor  Personnel  Research  A  Devotopmaat 
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Agency,  otganizatlon 


OMce  oi  AdmMetiatIve  Lew  Judgee . — .. 

Slelfing  Seivlcn  Carter . 

OMce  of  Agency  Compianoa  a  Evaluation  .... 

OMce  o(  ClaaeWcatlon . . 

OMce  ol  Federal  InveeUgaiione . . 

OMce  ol  Waartngion  EnmMng  Servicee  ...». 
OMce  of  the  Special  Couneei: 

Headquarten,  OMce  ol  Special  Counsel . 


Railroad  Redremert  Board: 
Board  Stall . 


SecurWea  and  Exchange  Commleelon: 

OMce  ol  the  ChM  Aocourtart . 

OMce  ol  the  Executive  Dkeclor ... 


DIv  ol  Corporation  Finance  .. 

DIv  ol  Erdorcemert  . 

Seleclive  Service  Syatenc 

Selective  Sendee  Syelem . 

Smea  Bualneea  AdminMiatlon: 
OMce  ol  the  AdtnMatralor  ... 
Ole  ol  tie  Inapeclor  General 


OMce  ol  the  General  Couneei . 

OMce  ol  Hearinge  A  Appeals . 

OMce  ol  Financial  Asaletance . 

OMce  ol  Procuremert  Assistance . 

Ole  ol  Minority  Smea  Business  a  Capital  Ownership  Dev 


OMce  ol  Irtormadon  Resources  Manegemert  ... 

OMce  ol  Personnel  . - . 

OMce  ol  the  Comptroaer . 

OMce  ol  Program  Analysis  a  QuaWy  Assurance 

OMce  ol  EEO  a  Compliance . 

DMricI  Directora . 


Department  ol  State: 

Bureau  ol  Administtatlon . . . 

Bureau  ol  Economic  a  Businese  AKairs 
Bureau  ol  Meaiganoe  and  Raaaarch .... 
OMce  ol  the  Inapector  General . 


Bureau  ol  Personnel 


Career  reserved  posWorrs 


Aset  Dir  tor  Administrative  Law  Judgee. 

AssMart  Director  lor  Staffing  Automation. 

Asst  Dir  tor  Agency  Complianca  a  Evaluation. 

Aaat  Dir  lor  aassMcatlon. 

Asst  Dir  lor  Federal  investigations. 

Aset  Dir  lor  Wash  Examining  Services. 

Assoc  Spec  Counsel  (InvesUgallon). 

Assoc  Special  Counsel  (Prosecution). 

Deputy  Associate  Spec  Couneei  for  Prosecution. 
Director  lor  Managsimert. 

Assoc  Special  Counsel  Planning  and  Oversight. 
Associate  Special  Counsel  for  Plan  a  Advice. 

Dir  ol  Unemploymert  a  Sickness  Insurance. 
Director  ol  Data  Processing. 

Director  ol  Administrative  Servicee. 

Dir  ol  Reliremert  a  Sunrivor  Programs. 

ChM  Aoluaiy. 

Director  ol  Field  Service. 

Director  ol  Administtation  a  Operations. 

Deputy  General  Couneei. 

Aset  Inspector  General  for  ktvestlgatlons. 

ChM  FinancM  OMcer. 

Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Audit 
Dkeclor  ol  Systems  Initiatives. 

Director  ol  Taxation. 

General  Couneei. 

Dep  CM  Acoourtart. 

Dap  Exec  Director. 

Assoc  Exec  Dir  Human  Resources  Mgnt 
Asaodale  Executive  Director  (Finance). 

AsaocMa  Director  (Operatione). 

Associate  Director  (LegaO. 

ChM  Acoourtart. 

Assoc  Dir,  Mormatlon  Management 

ChM  FinancM  OMoer. 

Asst  Inspector  General  for  Auditing. 

Asst  Inspector  General  lor  Investi^tiorw. 

Counsel  to  the  Inspector  GenetaL 
Deputy  Inspector  General 
Assodale  General  Counsel  for  General  Law. 
Assoc  Gen  Courwel  Litigation. 

Asst  Administiator  lor  Hearings  and  Appeals. 

Asst  Administrator  lor  FIrtancM  Assistance. 
Dkeclor  ol  Portfolio  Management 
Director  ol  Prime  Contracts. 

Assoc  Admr  for  MSB-CCX). 

Dep  Assoc  Admr  For  Pol  Coor,  Prog  CAE. 

Dep  Assoc  Admr  for  Programs  (MSB  A  COD). 
Asst  Admki  for  information  Resources. 

Dkeclor  ol  Personnel. 

Comptroller. 

Deprjty  ChM  Financial  Officer  A  Comptroller. 
Director  ol  Program  Analysis  and  Review. 

Dap  Dk  ol  Prog  Analysis  A  Quality  Assurance. 

Dir,  Ole  ol  EqiM  Empioymert  Opport  A  CompHan. 
Distfict  Ok.  PhUa. 

OMticI  Dkeclor,  Region  IX.  San  Frandsoo. 

District  Dk,  Reg  IX.  Los  Angeles. 

District  Director,  Region  V,  Chicago. 

OMricI  Dkeclor,  New  York. 

District  Director. 

District  Director. 

District  Dkector.  Kansas  City. 

Supervisory  Stnicturel  Engineer. 

Dk,  Office  ol  East-West  Trade. 

Ok,  Ole  ol  InteMgonce  Resoutcee.  ■ 

AssMart  Inapector  General  tor  Audits. 

Asst  Inspector  General  for  kweetigations. 

Couneei  to  the  Inapeclor  General. 

Dep  Asst  inspector  General  tor  Audtts. 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  Investigattons. 

Asst  Insp  Gen  for  Policy.  Ping  and  Managemern. 
Dep  Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  kwpectlone. 

Dep  Asst  Insp  Gen  for  Ofc  ol  Secur  Oversii^ 
Dkeclor.  Ofc  ol  CtvH  Sendee  Personnel  Mgml 
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Positions  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  organization 


Interruitional  Boundary  &  Water  Commission 
Department  of  Transportation: 

Office  of  the  Qeraral  Courtsei  . 

Office  of  Inspector  General . 


Asst  Sec  for  Public  Affairs. . . . . . . 

Asst  Sec  for  Administration  . . 

Office  31  Acquisition  &  Grant  Marragement . 

Assoc  Adm'r  for  Safety . . . 

Associate  Administration  for  Pipeline  Safety . . . . . . 

Ofc  of  Assoc  Admr  for  Marketing . 

Office  of  Associate  Administrator  for  Maritime  Aids . . . . . 

Organization  Abolished . . 

Organization  Abolished  . . ...; . . . 

Organization  Abolished  . . . . . . . 

Organization  Abolished . . . . . . . . 

Oftee  of  Airport  Ptanrrirrg  &  Programming . . . . 

Assistant  Administrator  for  Civil  Aviation  Security . . 

Office  of  CivM  Aviation  Security  Policy  &  Planning  _ _ _ ........ _ 

Office  of  CivH  Aviation  Security  Operations . . . . . 

Office  of  CM!  Aviation  Security  Intelligence . . 

Office  Civil  Aviation  Security  Program  &  Resource  Mgmt . . 

Office  of  Accountirrg . . . . . 

Associate  Administrator  for  Air  Traffic  . . . 

Regiorral  Air  Traffic  DMsiorrs . 


Air  Traffic  Rules  &  Procedures  Service 


Office  of  Air  Traffic  Systems  Managemerrt ., 
Air  Traffic  Plans  and  Requirements  Service 


Office  of  Air  Traffic  System-Effectiveness  . 

Office  of  Air  Traffic  Program  Management  . . 

Associate  Administrator  for  Aviation  Standards  ..... 
Office  of  Aviation  Medicir>e  . . . 


Office  of  Accident  Investigation . 

Office  of  Aviation  Systems  Standards . 

Associate  Administrator  Ainways  Facilities . 

Associate  Administrator  for  Relation  &  Certification 

Aircraft  Certification  Service . 


Regional  Aircraft  Certification  Divisions  . 

Flight  Standards  Service  ...... _ ..... _ _ _ _ 


Career  reserved  poeMone 


Supenrisory  CivI  Engineer,  Operations. 

Asst  inspector  General  for  Inspections  &  EvaL 
Deputy  Inspector  General. 

Aset  1^  General  for  Auditing. 

Asst  l/Q  (or  Polcy,  Planning  and  Reeources. 

Asst  Inspector  General  (or  Investigations. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Surface  Transportation  Programs. 

Dir,  Ofc  ol  AtMlon  Marine  &  Research  Progs. 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  General  (or  Auditing. 

Dir,  Office  of  ADP  AudNs  &  Technical  Support 
Dep  Asst  Inspector  General  for  Investigations. 

Dir,  Office  of  Public  Information. 

Asst  Secy  for  Administration. 

Senior  Procurement  Advisor. 

Director,  Ofc  of  Acquisition  &  Grant  Mgnt 
Dep  Dir,  Ofc  of  Acquisition  &  Grant  M^. 

Assoc  Admr  (or  Safety. 

Director,  Office  of  Safety  Enforcement. 

Assoc  Admr  for  Pipeline  Safety. 

Associate  Administrator  for  Marketing. 

Associate  Administrator  (or  Maritime  Aids. 

Dep  Director,  Office  of  Aviation  Safety. 

Mgr,  Los  Angeles  Area  Aircraft  Cert  Ofc. 

Mgr,  Seattle  Area  Aircraft  Cart  Office. 

Manager  General  Aviation  Staff. 

Mgr,  Advanced  Automation  System  Div. 

Dir.,  Office  of  Airport  Planning  &  Program. 

Mgr,  GrantairvAid  Division. 

D^  Asst  Adrrw  for  CivH  Aviation  Security. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  CivH  Avn  Security  Pol  &  Planning.  - 
Dir,  Ofc  of  CivH  Aviation  Security  Operations. 

Dep  Dir,  Ofc  of  CivH  Aviation  Security  0(». 

Dir,  Ofc  of  CivH  Aviation  Security  Intelligence. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  CivH  Aviation  Security  Prog  Mgt. 

Dir,  Office  of  Acoourrting. 

Asm.  Administrator  (or  Air  Traffic.  . 

Dep  Assoc  Admin  for  Air  Traffic 
Mgr,  Air  Traffic  Divisioa 
Mgr,  Air  Traffic  Division. 

Mgr,  Air  Traffic  Div. 

Manager,  Air  Traffic  Division. 

Mgr,  Air  Traffic  Divisioa 
M^,.  Air  Traffic  Divisioa 
Manager,  Air  Traffic  Division. 

Manager,  Air  Traffic  Division. 

Manager,  Procedures  Division. 

Mgr,  Airspace— Rules  &  Aeronautical  Inf.  Div. 

Dir,  Air  Traffic  Rules  &  Procedures  Service. 

Director,  Air  Traffic  System  Management 
Dir,  Air  Traffic  Plans  &  Requiremerrts  Serv. 

Manager  System  Plans  &  Program  Div. 

Manager  Automation  Software  Division. 

Manager  Advanced  Sys  &  Facilities  Divisioa 
Dir,  Ofc  of  Air  Traffic  Syst  Effectivet^esa. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Air  Traffic  Program  Management. 

Asm  Administrator  for  Aviation  Standards. 

Fed  Air  Surgeoa 
Deputy  Federal  Air  Surgeon. 

Mgr,  Medical  Specialties  Division. 

Director,  CMI  Aeromed  Institute. 

Dir,  Office  of  Accident  Investigation. 

Dir,  Aviation  Standards  Natl  Field  Ofc. 

Deputy  Director. 

Director,  Operatioruti  Support  Service. 

Asm  Admr  for  Regulation  &  Certificatioa 
Dep  Asm  Admr  for  Regulation  &  Certification. 

Dir,  Aircraft  Certification  Senrice. 

Deputy  Director,  Aircraft  Certification  Senric. 

Asst  Dir,  Aircraft  Certification  Service. 

Marrager,  Aircraft  Engineering  Divisioa 
Manager,  Aircraft  Manufacturirrg  Division. 

Mgr,  Transport  Airplane  Directorate. 

Mgr,  Engine  &  Propeller  Directorate.  ;  '  ;  = 

Mgr  Small  Airplane  Directorate. 

Marrager  Rotorcraft  Directorate. 

Dir,  Flighi  Standards  Service. 

Dep  Dir,  Flight  Stan^rds  Service. 

Mgr,  General  Aviation  and  Commercial  Div. 

I  Manager,  Air  Transportation  Division. 

I  Manager,  Aircraft  Maintenance  Division. 


tzaz  i  Ragiiltr  /  -Vol.  5a>  No.  41  /  Thuraday^  March  4.  1993  /  Notkes 


PosmoNS  that  CMRKR  RESSIVB)  Dumns  GM0KMR  Year  1992— Continued 


Agewyi.  oiganizMoft 


Cmw  MMivad  pocWons 


FtogjiofMl  FigN  SiMdwda  EMMow 


lltwanr,  FWtl  Progfw  DMRen. 
Mam^,  TacMcal  Progmmt  DIvtoion. 
Ugr.  FHgM  StMdaida  Div. 

FM^  SttHXtardB  DtvWoa 
Fh^  Standaida  Div. 

Manager,  FNght  StandaidB  OMsIon. 


Mgr,  FNgM  Standaide  Otv. 


Asaoc  AiMMatratof  tor  Conkadlng  &  QaaRir  Aaawaiw* 


Progwre  Manager  tor  Advanced /Urtoaiaaon 


Program  Director  tor  Automaton _ 

Program  Director  tor  Comwaifcatona _ 

Program  Director  tor  Navigaton  a  LandMgMda _ 

Program  Director  tor  SurveRanoa _ 

Program  Director  tor  WaatfMr  a  FIgM  Samtoa  SjMlams 
Ottice  Acquisiton  Poicy  a  OeamigM _ 

Associate  Administrator  tor  Avtatow  Salaty _ 


Federal  Highway  AdmlnislMton _ - 

Assoc  Adnw  tor  Admin _ _ 

Associets  Administrator  tor  SBMy  a  SyslsmAtap _ 

Office  ol  Highway  Satoly _ 

Organization  At>olshad _ 

Office  o<  Motor  Cartier  Stondaida _ 

Office  ot  Motor  Cantor  SatolyFWdOtwrMtone _ 

Office  ol  Environment  a  Planntog _ 

Office  ol  Right  of  Way . . . . . 

NaM  Center  tor  Statistics  and  Anafyafs _ 

Assoc  Admr  tor  Enforcement . . . 

Ofc  of  Defects  Investigation  . . . 

Ofc  of  Vehlcte  Safely  Comp . . . . . 

Ofc  of  Vehide  Safely  Standards  _ _ 

US  Coast  Guard . . . . . 

Department  of  Treasury; 

Office  of  the  Secretary _ 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  (Inti  Monetary  Polcy> 
Fiscal  Assistant  Sacrataiy _ 

Financial  Management  Servtoa _ _ 


Bureau  of  the  PuMc  Debt 


M(y,  FNghl  Standards  DIv. 

Mgr,  Fh^  Standards  Division. 

M^,  Fli^  Standards  Div. 

Manager,  FNghl  Standards  Division. 

Associate  Administrator. 

Dap  Aaaoc  Admr  tor  Aoquisilton  Support 
Mgr.  Coctoacta  Diviaion. 

Program  Director  tor  Advanced  Automation. 

Dep  Program  Mgr  tor  Artoancad  Automaaon. 
Dep  Prog  Mgr  tor  Votoe  S  &  C  System. 

Program  Director  tor  Automaltoa 
Program  Director  tor  Communicattons. 

Program  Dir  tor  ^tovigaliOfl  A  Lmdtog  AMs. 
Program  Director  tor  SutveiHanoa. 

Prog  Dir  tor  \Maetoar  A  FNghl  Servtoaa  Syet 
Dir,  Ofc  of  Acquisition  Pot  A  Oversight 
Assoc  Admin  tor  Aviation  Safety. 

Dep  Assoc  Admin  for  Aviation  Safety. 

Deputy  Assoc  Administiator  Aviation  Standards. 
ExacuNva  Diractor. 

Director  Office  of  Fiscal  Servicea. 

Director  Office  of  Contracts  and  Procurement 
Assoc  Admr  tor  Salaty  A  Syatoai  f^ipllcaltons. 
Dir.  Office  of  Hlghaaqr  Safely: 

Chiaf.  Program  Roquliemewla  Pyiaiott 
Dir,  Office  of  Motor  Carrier  Standards. 

Dir.  Ofc  of  Motor  Cantor  SiF  Operaltona. 

Chief  Eiwtwrmwreai  Opewftona  DMstoa 
Dir  Ofc  of  Right  ol  Way. 

Chief.  OpeiaNorrs  Divisioa 
Chf,  Acddenl  Investigatton  Div. 

Assoc.  Administfator  tor  Erdorcement 
Dir,  Ofc  of  Defects  Investigation. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Vehide  Safely  Compliance. 

Chf,  Crash  Avoidance  Divisioa 
Chf,  Crashworthiness  Division. 

Chief,  Procurement  Management  Division. 

Senior  National  InleNigerxM  Adviaor. 

Dir.  Ofc  of  Foreign  EiuNianga  OperaNona. 

Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary. 

Assislani,  Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary. 

Commr  of  Financial  Management  Service. 

Dep  Cont  Financial  Managamani  Servtoa. 

Dir.  Regional  Financial  Center  (Chicago). 
Director.  Regl  Fin  Ctr  (PhNadel^). 

Director,  Regl  Fin  Ctr  (San  Francisco). 

Diractor.  Ra^  Fin  Ctr  (Ausllr^ 

Deputy  Direotor.  Operattans  Group. 

ComptroHar. 

Director,  Systems  Services  Dlrectocata. 
Assistant  Commissioner,  Information  Systems. 
Assistant  Commissioner,  Federal  Finance. 
Director,  Operations  Group. 

***‘**~"‘  — r^TTinnnr  Pnijlnnnf  flpsiatlisn 
Asst  Commr.  Management  (Chiaf  Fin  Olcr): 
Assistant  Commissioner.  Agency  Services. 

DN.  Systems  Devaiopmanl  Okactomla. 

Dir.  Fin  Inlotwiation  Management  Oirectoiat& 
Dir,  Technology  A  Information  Group. 

Director,  Working  Capital 

Assistant  Commtosioner,  Finandai  Inlormatioit. 

Commissioner. 

Dep  Commr  of  the  Public  Debt. 


Asst  Commissioner  (Savings  Bond  Operations). 
Asst  Commr  (Financing). 

Asst  Commr  (Administration). 

Government  Securities  Act  Program  Director. 
Government  Securities  PoNcy  Advisor. 

Asst  Commr/Sacuritles  A  Accounting  Seivteaa. 
Asst  Commissioner  (Automated  Info  Systems). 
Asst  Commissioner  (Public  Debt  Accounting). 
Asst  Dir  for  Economic  Forecasdng. 

SR  EconomisL 


Asatotant  Secretary  (Econowto  Polcy) 
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Assistant  Secretaiy  (Domestic  Finance) -  Dir,  Ofc  of  Finance  and  Martwt  Analysis. 

Ole  of  the  Inspector  General - - - -  Dep  Asst  Irwp  Gen  for  Audit  (Audit  Prog  Serv). 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  Gen  for  AudH  (Audit  Ops). 

AIG  for  Policy,  Planning  a  Resources. 

Asst  Insp  Gen  for  Oversight  a  Quality  Assur. 

Asst  Inspector  General  for  AudK. 

Asst  inspector  Generai  for  Investigations. 

Assistant  Secrelaty  (Tax  Policy) . . . .  Dir  (Economic  Mod  a  Computer  Applications). 

Assistant  Secretaiy  (Managernent) . . . . . . . . .  Dep  Dir  of  Personnel. 

Dir,  Management  Programs  Directorate. 

Director,  Office  of  Procurement 

Assistant  Secretary  (Enforcement) . . . . . — . .  Dir,  Fin  Crimes  Enforcement  Nehvork. 

Dep  Dir,  Financial  Crimes  Enforcement  Netwiork. 
Director,  Office  of  Asset  Forfeiture  Policy. 

Director,  Office  of  Law  Enforcement 

Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco,  and  Rreanns _ _ _ _ _  Assistani  Director,  Internal  AffairB.  . 

Assistant  Chief  Counsel  (Chicago). 

Asst  Dir,  Congressionai  and  Medu  Affairs. 
Director,  Laboratory  Senneas. 

Assistani  Chief  Counsel  (New  Yorfr). 

Staff  Assistani  to  the  Chief  Counsel. 

Office  of  Law  Enforcement . . . . .  Dep  DIr/Aasoc  Dk  (Law  Enforcement). 

Chief,  Spec  Operations  Division. 

Special  Agent  in  Charge  (NY  District  Office). 
Special  Agent  in  Charge  (LA  District  Office). 

‘  Special  Agent  in  Charge  (Miami  District  Ofc). 

Chief,  Planning  &  Analysis  Staff. 

Spec  Agent  in  Charge  (Washington  Diet  Office). 
Spec  Agent  in  Charge  (Detroit  Dist  Office). 

■  Chief,  Intelligence  Divison. 

Chief,  Explosives  Division. 

Deputy  Assoc  Dir  (Law  Enforcement). 

Chief,  Firearms  Divnsron. 

Office  of  Compliance  Operations . . . . . . — .  Dep  Dir/Assoc  Dir  (Compliance  Operations). 

Dep.  Associate  Dk.  (Corrrpliance  Operations). 
Chief,  Revenue  Proems  Division. 

Chief,  Fireamw  &  Explosives  Division. 

Regional  Director  (Nonn  Atlantic  Region). 

Chief,  Industry  Comowmee  Division. 

US  Customs  Service .  . . .  . . .  Asst  Commissioner  lo*  •memal  Affairs. 

Deputy  Asst  Comr  (IniHrnationai  Affairs). 

Asst  Commissioner  (Oic  of  info  Mgmt). 

Asst  Commr  (lnspeciM.><<  A  Control). 

Comptroller. 

Deputy  Asst  Commr  I'rvcoection  &  ControO. 
Deputy  Assistant  Co^'^>s.sKxier  (Managernent). 
Dk  Ofc  of  Training. 

Director,  Ofc  of  Auto*  '«ied  Systems  Operations. 
Dir  Bud^  and 

Exec  Dk  the  Intemi.  •  i  Committee. 

Assistant  CommissN  ■ Okne  of  ManagemenL 
Senior  Adv  for  Aua  m  Sys  Seiect  Projects. 
Dep  Assoc  Comr  to  Effectiveness. 

Dir  Ofc  of  Human  P«  'i..>cos. 

Inter-Departmentai  L  .i^ori  Officer. 

Director,  Ofc  of  AoKi<'  ^led  Commercial  Systems. 

Office  of  Enforcement . . . — .  Deputy  Assistant  C<«'«’'«iSiooer  (Enforcement). 

Dk  Ofc  of  Patrol. 

Dir,  Office  of  Corru"-  •.><  Fraud  Enforcemenl 
*  Dir,  Office  of  lnvesi<o«(>ve  Programs. 

Dk,  Office  of  Entorcnmeot  Supjxxi 
Dk,  Ofc  of  Domestic  Ooerations. 

Director  Ofc  of  Fo^wun  Ooerations. 

Dep  Asst  Comr,  Oto  of  A  A  M  Interdictioa 

Office  of  Commercial  Operations . . . . . — .  Dkector,  Tschnicai  h*tr>rcas  Div. 

Director,  Classificaiion  and  Value  Division. 
Deputy  Asst  Comm  Ore  of  Regul  A  Rulings. 

Dir,  International  Traoe  Compliance  Divisioa 
Dk  Ofc  of  Regulatorv  Audit. 

Ok,  Office  of  Techmcai  Services. 

Dep  Asst  Comm  (Oto  of  Trade  Operations). 

Dep  Asst  Commissioner  Commercial  Operatlona. 
Director,  Commercial  Compliance  Divisioa 
Dep  Ok,  Ofc  of  Regulatory  Audit. 

Dk,  Commercial  Rulings  Divisioa 

Regional  Commissionors . — .  Regl  Commr,  Reg  2,  N  Y. 

Reg  Commr,  Reg  1,  Boston. 

Asst  Regl  Commr,  Operations  Reg  It,  New  York. 
Regl  Commr,  Reg  4,  Miami. 

Reg  Commr,  Reg  V,  New  Orleans. 

Reg  Commr  of  Customs  Reg  VI. 
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Agency.  otganizaUon 


CNatCounaet _ 


US  Seem  Sendee _ 


OMce  ol  Protective  OpefaDons _ 


OMce  of  Protect  Reseeidt 


Office  of  Investigations 


Career  reserved  positions 


Regional  Corntnissioner,  Chic^. 

Asst  Regional  Comm  (Operations). 

Asst  Rsgl  Commr  (Op^tions). 

Asst  Re^  Commr  (Operations). 

Asst  Re^  Commr  (Operatione). 

Asst  Regional  Commr  (Operetiortt). 

Special  Agent  In  Charj^  Miami. 

District  Director,  Miami. 

Asst  Regionei  Commissioner  (Enforcement). 
District  Director,  Laredo. 

Spedai  Agent  In  Charge— New  Yodu 
Special  Agent  in  Charge. 

Area  Dir,  Newark. 

Asst  Regional  Commissioner  LA.  (Enforcement). 
Asst  Regions  Commissioner,  Enforoemeta. 
Deputy  Regional  Commissfoner,  Pacifle  Regioa 
Area  Director,  JFK  Airport 
Area  Director,  New  York  Seaport. 

Speciai  Agent  in  Charge  (New  Orleans). 

Asst  Regl  Commr— Houston  (Enforcement). 
Speciai  Agent  In  Charge. 

Regional  Commissioner. 

District  Director,  Los  Angeles. 

Special  Agent-in-Charge  (Houston). 

Special  AgerN-in-Chaige  (Houston). 

Assistant  Regl  Comm^sioner  (Enforcement). 
Special  Agent-in-Charge. 

Am  Regl  Commr  (Enforcement). 

Asst  Regional  Commissioner  (Enforcement). 
Regionei  Dir  of  Internal  Affairs. 

Special  Agent  In  Charge  (Newark). 

Special  Agent-In-Charge  (Chicago). 

Asst  Chief  Counsel  (Customs  Court  UHgM^ 

Miami  Regl  Counsel 
Chicago  Regl  Counsel 
New  York  Regl  Counsel. 

Associate  Chief  Courtsel  Enforcement. 

Assoc  Chief  Counsel  (Trade  Tariff  &  Leg). 
Regional  Counsel  (Southwest  Region). 

Regional  Counsel  (Padflc  Region^ 

Director  of  the  Secret  Service. 

Deputy  Director,  U.S.  Secret  Service. 

Assistani  Director,  Administratioa 
Assistant  Director,  Inspection. 

Assistant  Director— T raining. 

Asst  Director— Govt  Liaison  and  Public  All. 

Dep  Asst  Dir  (Spec  Agent  Tmg),  Ofc  of  Tmg. 
DAO— Administratioa 

DAO  (Uniformed  Forces,  F  &  E  Dev),  Ofc  Tmg- 
Asst  Ok  (Protective  Operations). 

Dep  Asst  Dk  (Protective  Opermiorv). 

Spw  Agent  In  Charge— Presidential  Protective. 
DAO  Protective  0pm  (Unitonned  Oiv). 

Spec  Agent  In  Charge— VP  Protect  DIv. 

Basic  Prasidentiai  Protective  Divisioa 
I  Spec  Agent  In  Charge  Dignitary  Protective  Dtw. 
Deputy  Special  Agent  In  Charge  Pres  Prot  DIv. 
Deputy  Special  Agent  ki  Charge— VP  Prot  DIv. 
Asd  Ok  (Protective  Research) 

Dep.  Asst.  Dk.  (Protective  Research). 

SpM  Agent  In  Charge— Tech  Sec  Oiv. 

Spec  Agent  ki  Charge— Intelligence  DIv. 

Dep  SpM  Agent  ki  Charge,  Inieiiigence  DIv. 

Chf,  Into  Resources  Management  OMsioa 
Asst  Director,  kivestlgatlone. 

Special  Agent  ki  Charge,  New  York  Office. 
Special  Agent  ki  Charge,  Chicago. 

Special  Agent  ki  Charge.  Los  Angeles  Office. 
S^  Agent  ki  Charge— Washington  Field  Office. 
Spec  Agent  ki  Charge— Philadelphia  Field  Office. 
Deputy  Assistant  Director  Ses  &  Field  Ops. 
Deputy  Special  Agent  ki  Charge.  New  York. 

Spec  Agm  ki  Charge,  San  Francisco  Office. 
Special  Agent  ki  Charge,  Detroit. 

Special  Agent  ki  Chat^,  Dallas  Field  Office. 

Dep  Spec  Agent  ki  Charge,  Washington  Fid  Ofc. 
Dep  Asst  Dir— investigations  (Hdqrtrs  Ops). 
Deputy  Dksetor.  Office  of  kivestigalions. 

SpM  Agent  ki  Charge— Miami  Field  Office. 
Special  Agent  ki  Charge— Boston  Field  Office. 
Spec  Agm  ki  Charge— Atlanta  Field  Office. 
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PosmoNS  That  WERE  Cw^er  Resbived  Durmq  Calendar  198E— ContiniiBd 


*qiinei,  oiganization 


OuMT  MMfved  poaWont 


Memal  Revenue  Seivice 


Chief  Financial  Officer . 


Chief  Operations  Officer - - 


North  Atlantic  Region 


Associate  Director  of  Operations. 

Dep  Assoc  Oir  tor  Finance  &  Dep  Chief  Fin  Ofe 
Assoc  Dir  of  Pol  &  ManagemenL 
Aseociale  Director  for  Marketing. 

Director,  Appeals  DtvWon. 

Regl  Dir  of  Appeals— Central  RegtoTL 
Re^  Dtr  of  Appeals— Mid-Altantlc  Region. 

Regl  Dir  of  Appeals— Southwest  Reg. 

Regl  Dir  of  Appeals— Southeast  Reg. 

Regional  Dtr  of  Appeals— North  Atlantfc  Region. 
Reglonai  Dir  of  Appeals— Western  Region. 

Asst  to  the  Commiseionar  (Equal  Opportunity). 
Chief  Appeals  OfHoe  New  York  City. 

Deputy  Commiaaioner. 

Taxpayer  Ombudsrnaa 

Asst  to  the  Commissioner  (Legis  Affairs). 

Nationel  Director  of  Appeals. 

Chief  Operations  Officer. 

Deputy  National  Dir  of  Appeals. 

Asst  to  toe  Commisaionsr  (QuaHly). 

Chief  toformatton  Officer. 

Assistant  to  the  Senior  Deputy  Commissioner. 
Chief  Finarrdal  Officer. 

Dir,  Tax  Forme  &  Publications  Div. 

Dir  MarUnsburg  Computing  Center. 

Dir,  IRS  Data  Center  Detroit 
Dir  Firtancial  Management  Division. 

Director,  Budget  Division. 

Deputy  Assistant  Commissioner  (Procurement). 
Accounts  Receivable  Executive  Officer. 

Dir  Training  &  Devetopment  Division. 

Dir  Systems  Management  &  Oper  Services  Div. 
Dir,  FadMies  &  Into  Mgmt  Support  Divisiort. 
Director,  Research  Division. 

Director,  Planning  and  Arralysis  DMsiorr. 

Director,  Support  &  Services  Division. 

Spec  Asst  to  Dep  Comr  (P  A  R)/Chl  Fin  OMcer. 
Project  Dir,  Diagnostic  Senr  Center  Proj  Ofe. 

A/C  (Planning  A  Research). 

Direritor,  Planning  Division. 

Dir,  Support  A  Services  Division. 

Dep  Asst  Commissioner  (Planning  A  Research). 
Director,  Human  Resources  Divisiort. 

Asst  Comrrrissioner  (Finance)/Conlroaer. 

Dep  /^sst  Corrrmissiorter  (Human  Res  A  Support). 
Dir  Accounting  Standards  A  Systems  Divisioa 
Assistant  Commissioner  (Human  Res  A  Support). 
Asst  Comr  (Procurement). 

/Vsst  Comr  (Employee  P  A  E  Organizations). 
Special  Asst  for  Exempt  Organizirtion  Matters. 
Assistant  Commisstoner  (Taxpayer  Services). 
Asst  Dir  Returns  Processing  A  Accounting  Div. 
Program  Manager  (Tax  Systems  Modernization). 
Assistant  Commissioner  (Examination). 

Asst  Commr  (Criminal  investigation). 

Dir  Exempt  Organizations  Technical  Division. 

Dir  Employee  Plans  A  Exempt  Org  Oper  Div. 
D/Empioyee  Plans  Tech  A  Actuarial  Division. 
Deputy  Assistant  Commissioner  (Examination). 
Dep  Asst  Corrwnr  (Criminal  Investigation). 
Director,  Ofc  of  FM  Operations. 

Asst/Dir  Employee  Plans  Tachn  A  Acturiai  ON. 
OiTBCtor,  Coordirtated  Examination  Program. 

Dep  Asst  Chf  Into  Officer  Info  System  Dev. 

D/A  Comr  (Employee  Plans  A  Exempt  Orgs). 
Compliance  2000  Executive. 

Dep  /ksst  Commr  (Collection). 

Assistant  Commissioner  (CoOeclion). 

/kssistani  Commissioner  (Intemaliorial). 

Dir,  Information  Reporting  Program. 

Dep  /Ksst  Comr  (Taxpayer  Services). 

Deputy  /ksst  Commissioner  (Inismetional). 
Director,  Fed  State  Relations  Division. 

Reg  Comrrw. 

/Ust  Reg  Corrwnr  (Exam)  North  Atlanlic  Reg. 
/MTC  (Criminal  Investigation). 

ARC  (Resources  MgtiW). 

/^RC  (CoNection)  North  /ttiantic  Regkwt 
/Assistant  Regkxial  Corrvnissioner  (Data  Proc). 
Service  Center  Director,  Andover,  Mass. 
SrvcCtrDir,  Btookhavea 
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SouttMBst  Region 


Centni  Region 


MIdiNest  Region 


PosmoNS  That  Were  Career  Reserved  During  Calendar  Year  1992— Continued 


Agency,  oigenlzation 


Career  reserved  poeillone 


DMrtct  Dir,  Manhattaa 
DMrIclDir,  BrooMya 
District  Dir,  Bostoa 
CNel  Exsminelion  Div  Manhattan. 

DMrtct  Dir,  AK>any. 

DM  Dir  (Hartlord). 

District  Dir,  Buffalo. 

Aaat  DM  Dir,  Brooktyn. 

AssManl  District  Director  Manhattaa 
Asst  District  Dir,  Boston. 

DMrtct  Director,  Providence. 

DM  OIr,  Augueta. 

District  DIroctor,  Portsmouth. 

DMrtct  DIreclor,  BurNnglon. 

Asst  Senrice  Center  Director,  Brookhaven. 

Asst  Service  Center  Dkecior.  Andover. 

Chief,  Appeals  Office,  Long  Island. 

Asst  Sen^  Center  Dkecior. 

Asst  Service  Center  DIreclor. 

Reg  Commissioner. 

ARC  (Enmmetion)  Mid-Atlantic. 

ARC  (Crkninel  investigation)  Mid  Atlantic  Reg. 
Asst  Reg  Commr  (Collection). 

Assistant  Regional  Commissioner  (Data  Proc). 
Service  Center  Dir,  Phiiadeiphla. 

DMrtct  Dk,  Newark. 

District  Dk,  PWsburgh. 

DMrtct  Dkecior  RIctmond  DMrtct 
Asst  DMrtct  Dk,  Philadelphia. 

Asst  DMrtct  Dkecior  (Newark). 

AssManl  OMrld  Dkecior— Baltimore,  MD. 
DMrtct  Dkecior.  WUmlnglon. 

DMrtct  Dk,  Baltimore. 

District  Director. 

AssM  Regl  Commissioner  (Resources  Mgml). 
Asst  Service  Center  Dkecior. 

Reg  Commr. 

ARC  (Exammallon)  Southeast  Region. 

Asst  Reg  Commisaloner— Criminal  Investigation. 
Asst  Regl  Commr  (Resources  Management). 
Asst  Reg  (Collection)  SE  Reg  Atlanta. 

Assistant  Regional  Commissioner  (Data  Proc). 
Service  Center  Dkector,  Memphis. 

Srvc  Ctr  Dk,  Atlanta. 

DMrtct  Dk,  Jacksonville. 

OMrld  Dk,  Atlanla. 

DMrId.Okedor  (Greensboro. 

OMrld  Dk,  NashvWe. 

OMrld  Dkector  Birmingham. 

DMrid  Dk.  New  Orleans. 

DMrtd  Dkector,  0)lumbia. 

DMrid  Dkector  LiWe  Rock  DMrid. 

DMrid  Director,  Jacksoa  Miss. 

Asst  OMrld  Director,  JacksonvMe. 

AssManl  DMrid  Dkector,  Atlanla. 

Asst  Senrice  Center  Dkector,  Memphis. 

Regional  Dkector  ol  Appeals. 

Asst  Senrice  Center  Dkector. 

AssMarS  DMrid  Director. 

OMrld  Okedor. 

AssManl  Service  Cerker  Director. 

Regional  Commr,  Central. 

ARC  (Examination)  Central  Region. 

Asst  Regl  Comr  (Criminal  Invedigallon). 

Asst  Reg  Comm  (Resource  Management). 
AssManl  Regional  Commissioner  (Cokedion). 
Asst  Regl  Ommissioner  (Data  ProcMSing). 

Dk  Senrice  Ctr  CkKinnatl. 

DMrid  Ok  (Cleveland). 

DMrid  Director  Detroit 
DMrid  Okedor  (Parkersburg). 

DMrid  Dkector,  Indianapolis. 

DMrid  Director,  LouisvMe. 

DMrid  Ok,  CmckmatL 
AssManl  DMrid  Okedor  OetroH. 

Asst  Senrice  Center  Director. 

Regional  Commr,  Midwest  RegkXL 
Asst  Reg  Ottiwnr  (Resources  Mgmt). 

ARC  (Criminal  Investigation)  Midwest  Region. 
AssManl  Regional  (k>mmlssioner  (Data  Proc). 
ARC  (Examinalion),  Midwest  Regloa 
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Souttwvest  Reglofi 


Western  Region 


Cttief  Infonnallon  Officer 


Agency,  organization 

ARC  (Collection)  MkAveat  Region. 

Srvc  Ctr  Dir,  Kansas  City. 

DMricI  Dir,  CNcago. 

DMhct  Diraclor  St  Louis. 

District  Dir,  St  Paul. 

DMitot  Dir,  Omaha. 

DMrtct  Dir.  Spiingfleid. 

OMilct  Dir,  Milwaukee. 

Asst  Distilct  Dir,  Qiicago. 

Asst  DMiict  Dir,  St  Louis. 

Distflcl  Director,  Fargo. 

District  Director,  Aberdeen. 

District  Director,  Helena.  ' 

District  Director. 

Assistant  Service  Center  Director. 

M  M— .iii.......  .  .  .  . . . . - .  Regiortal  Comm;  R. 

Asst  Regl  Conenr  (Examination). 

ARC  (Criminoi  Invosligation)  S  W  Region. 

ARC  (Resources  Mgmt). 

AssManl  Regional  Commissioner  (CoaecSon). 
Assietanl  Regional  Commissioner  (Dela  Proc). 
Sendee  Center  Dir,  Ogdea 
Sendee  Center  Director,  Austto. 

District  Ok,  Austin. 

District  Director,  OaNas. 

District  Director,  Wichita. 

District  Director,  Oklahoma  etty. 

District  Ok,  Phoenix. 

District  Ok,  Denver. 

Assistant  District  Director,  OaNas. 

Distflcl  Director,  Albuquerque. 

District  Okector,  Cheyenne. 

District  Director,  Salt  Lake  City. 

Compliance  Center  Director. 

Asst  Service  Center  Director,  Ogdert 
Assistant  Service  Center  Director. 

Asistant  District  Director,  Housloa 
District  Dksclor,  Housloa 
AssManl  Service  Center  Okector. 

. . . . . . —  . . . .  Reg  Commr. 

ARC  (Criminal  kwesUgation). 

AssManl  Regional  Commissioner  (Data  Proc). 
Asst  Regional  Conwnissioner  (Examinalion). 

Asst  Regl  Commr  (Collection). 

Asst  Re^  Commr/(Resources  Management). 
Service  Center  Okector,  Fresno. 

District  Dk,  Loe  Angeles. 

.  District  Dk,  San  Frandsoo. 

DMrict  Okector,  Portland  OMricL 
DMricI  Dir,  Seattlo. 

Asst  DMrict  Ok,  Los  Angeles. 

'  Asst  DMrict  Dk,  San  Frandsoo. 

DMrict  Director,  Honduki. 

DMrict  Okector,  Anchorage. 

DMrid  Director  Boise. 

DMrid  Dkedor  (Sacramento). 

DMrid  Diredor  (Las  Vegas). 

DMrid  Diredor,  San  Jose. 

AssManl  DMrid  Director,  Laguna  Niguel. 

Asst  Service  Center  Director. 

DMrid  Diredor,  Laguna  Niguel. 

Assistant  DMrid  Diredor. 

Ok,  Returns  Processing  arxl  Accounting  DIv. 
Director,  Systems  Oesi^  Division. 

Director,  Systems  AcquMlion  Division. 

Dk,  input  Systems  Oivisioa 
Oep  Asst  Commissioner  (Info  Systems  Mgmt). 
Ok,  Projed  Mgnl  Division. 

Director,  Statistics  of  Income  Oivision. 

Director,  Input  Processing  Divisioa 
Asst  Commissioner  (Infonnation  Systems  Dev). 
Operations  Dep  Asst  Comr  (Returns  Processing). 
Ok,  Case  Systems  Division. 

Director,  Systems  Integration  Division. 

AssManl  Dk,  Taxpayer  Service  Divisioa 
Director,  Cau  Processing  Divisioa 
Asst  Ok,  Detroit  Computing  Ctr. 

Business  Integration  OAC  (Returns  Processing). 
Asst  Commissionar  (Returns  Processing). 

Ok,  Taxpayer  Sendee  Divisioa 
Ok,  Teleoommunications  Divisioa 


Cawer  leeenred  poeWons 
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Agency,  organizalion  Career  reserved  poettions 

Dtredor.  QuaMy  Assurance  DIvlelon. 

Director.  Corpo^  Systems  DMsIoa 

Aset  Commleeioner  (Intormatton  Systems  Mgmt). 

CMel  Inspector . . . — .  CNef  Inspector. 

Dep  Aset  Commr  (Inspection). 

AseMant  CtM  Inspei^  (Int  AudH). 

Asalstani  Director,  Internal  AudN  Division. 

,  Director,  Momal  Security  Division. 

Asst  Dir,  Memal  Security  Division. 

Regional  Inspector,  MIdweet  Reg. 

Reglonel  Inspector,  Nortti  AUanilc. 

Regional  Inspector,  Western  Region. 

Regional  Inspector,  Souiinvest  Risg. 

Regional  Inepector,  Mid-AUantlc  Reg. 

Regional  Inspector,  Central 
Regional  Inspector,  Southeast 

Ctilel  Counsel . - . . .  Director,  Individual  Income  Tax  DIv. 

Director.  Corporation  Tax  DMsioa 
CM,  Corporation  Tax  Branch. 

CM,  IndNidual  Income  Tax  Branch. 

Chiet  Engineering  &  Vakialion  Branch  Corp  Ta. 
Asst  Chief  Counsel  (Oenetai  Litigation). 

Dir,  Interpretative  Div. 

Dir,  Legi^non  &  Regulations  Div. 

Asst  Chief  Counsel  (Criminal  Tax). 

Asst  Chief  Counsel  (Oetteral  LegM  Services). 

Asst  Chief  Counsel  (Dtadosure  Litigation). 

Aset  Dir,  Interpretative  Div. 

Aest  Dir,  Legislation  A  Regulations  Div. 

Assistara  Chief  Counsel  (IntemationaQ. 

AssMara  Chief  Counsel  (Corporate). 

Director.  Corporation  Tax  Divisioa 
Dep  Asst  CM  Coun  (Income  Tax  A  Acoounting). 
Dep  Asst  CM  Coun  (Passthrougha/Spec  Indust). 
CM  Estate  A  OW.  Wage  Excise  A  Prov  Br. 

Dep  Dir,  Corporation  Tax  Division. 

Asst  to  the  Assoc  CM  Coun  (Fin  A  Mgrra). 

Asst  Chiel  Courtsel  (Field  Service). 

Asst  CM  Coun  (Passthroughs/Spec  Industries). 
Deputy  Asst  Chief  Counsel  (Corjxrrate). 

Dep  Assoc  Chief  Counsel  (Fin  A  Management). 
Special  AppeKate  Couneel. 

Dep  Asst  Chief  Counsel  (Field  Service). 

Dep  Asst  Chief  Coun  (Financial  Inst  A  Prod). 

Dep  Assoc  CM  Coun  (Enforcement  LMgallon). 
Dep  Assoc  Chief  Courisel  Iraemational 
Asst  CM  Coun  (Fm  Institullons  A  Products). 

Dep  Asst  Chief  Coun  (Income  Tax  A  Accounting). 
Dep  Assoc  Chief  Counsel  (EBEO). 

Dep  Asst  CM  Coun  (Income  Tax  A  Accounting). 
Asst  Chief  Counsel  (Income  Tax  A  Accounting). 
Assoc  Chief  Counsel  (Enforcement  Litigation). 
Assoc  Chief  Counsel  Emp  BeneKs  Exempt  Org. 
Special  Counsel  (Large  Case). 

Special  LMgallon  Counsel. 

Deputy  Chief  Counsel. 

Dep  Assoc  Chief  Counsel  (Domeetic)  (Technical). 
Associaie  Chief  Counsel  (IntematlonaO. 

Assoc  CM  Counsel  (Finance  A  Management). 
Dep  Assoc  Chief  Coun  (Domestic)  (Field  Serv). 
Assoc  Chief  Counsel  (Domestic). 

Regional  Counsels . . . . . . .  Regi  Counsel  Central  Reg. 

Regional  CounMl  Mid-Allantic  Region. 

Dep  Regl  Counsel  (Criminal  Tax). 

Regl  Counsel  Midwest  Regioa 
Re^  Counsel  North  Atlantic  Region. 

Dep  Regl  Coun  (Tax  LMgat)  No-Atlantlc  Reg. 
Deputy  Regional  Counsel  (General  LMgatlon). 
Regional  Counsel  SE  Reglort. 

Re^  Counsel  Southwest  Region. 

Regional  Counsel 
DIstttct  Counsel  Boston. 

Distrid  Counsel— Loe  Angeles. 

District  Counsel  Cincinnati. 

Disttict  Counsel  Philadolphia. 

District  Counsel— Newark. 

District  Counsel  Chicago. 

District  Counsel  Manhattan. 

District  Counsel— Danas. 

Disttict  Counsel— San  Frandeco. 

Dep  Regional  Counsel  (Tax  Litigalion). 
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Agency,  organizatibn 


U.S.  Aims  Coniroi  and  Dtsaimament  Agency: 
Verification  and  Implemenlation  Bureau  .. 

Ofc  ol  Administration . 

Strategic  and  Nuclear  Alfairs  Bureau  . 

Theater  Affairs  Division . 

Strategic  Affairs  Division . 

Non-Proliferation  Policy  Bureau . 


Multilateral  Affairs  Bureau . 

United  States  Information  Agency: 

Ofc  of  the  Director . . . . . 1... . 

Bureau  of  Managemerrt  . . . . . . . 


Bureau  of  Broadcasting 


Ofc  of  the  Gen  Counsel . . ..... 

U.S.  International  Trade  Commission: 

Office  of  Industries . . . 

Office  of  investigations . 

Department  of  Veterans  Affairs: 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General ... 


Board  of  Veterans  Appeals . . 

Office  of  Financial  Management . 

Office  of  information  Resources  Management . 

Office  of  Personrrel  and  Labor  Relations . 

Ofc  of  the  Asst  Secretary  for  Acquisition  and  Faculties 

Office  of  Facilities  Oversight . . . 

Office  of  Acquisition  and  Materiel  Management . 


Office  of  Security  arxf  Law  Enforcement 
Veterans  Benefite  Administration  . . 


Veterans  Health  Administration 


Career  laearved  positions 


Dap  Regional  Counssi  (Tax  LMgatlon). 

District  Counssl. 

District  Counsst. 

Deputy  Regional  Counsel  (Tax  Litigation^ 

Regional  Director  of  Appeals. 

District  Counssl,  Washington,  DC. 

Deputy  Regional  Counssl  (Tax  LMgadon). 

District  Counsel,  Miami. 

District  CounssL  Brooklyn,  New  York. 

District  Counssi,  Washington,  DC. 

District  Counssl,  Houston,  Texas. 

DMiict  Counssl,  Denver. 

Chief,  Verificalton  Division. 

AdmMstralive  Director. 

ChM,  Defense  &  Space  Divisioa 
Chief,  Theater  AlfaiiB  Division— A966. 

Chief,  Strategic  Affairs  Division  A-977. 

Chief  ScienUsL 

CM,  Def  Programs  &  Analysis  Division. 

CM,  Inlomalional  Nuclear  Affairs  Divisions. 

Chief.  Sd  &  Technological  Division. 

Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Audits. 

Assistant  Inspector  General  tor  Inspections. 

Director,  Office  of  Personnel. 

Director,  Office  of  the  Compholtor. 

Dir  of  Security. 

Dir,  Ote  of  Contracts. 

Director,  Offics  of  Technology. 

Dir,  Engineering  and  Tachnicai  Operations. 

Deputy  of  Systems  Engineefing. 

Deputy  tor  Projects  MartagemertL 
Deputy  tor  Operations. 

Deputy  General  Counsel 

Dir,  Oto  of  Industries. 

Dir,  Ofc  of  Investigatiorts. 

Dep  toapector  General 

Assistant  Inspector  General  tor  AudWng. 

Asst  Inspector  General  tor  Investigations. 

Asst  Insp  Gen  tor  Policy,  Plan  A  Resources. 

Dep  Asst  Inspector  General  tor  Investigatione. 
Counselor  to  the  Inspector  Gerteral. 

Asst  Inspector  General  tor  Healthcare  Inapecl. 
Director  tor  National  Audits. 

Dep  Asst  tospector  General  tor  AudWng. 

Vice  Chairman. 

Deputy  Vice  Chairman. 

Dir,  VA  Automation  Ctr,  Austin,  TX. 

Dep  Asst  Secy  for  Financial  Marragement. 

Assoc  Dep  Asst  Secy  tor  Finarrcial  Operations. 
Assoc  Dep  Asst  Secy  tor  ADP  Systems. 

Assoc  Dep  Asst  Secretary  tor  Telecommunications. 
Assoc  Das  tor  Into  Res  Plans  &  Techrx>logy. 

Assoc  Deputy  Asst  Secretary. 

Associate  Deputy  Asst  Secretary. 

Dir,  Canteen  Series. 

Dir,  Contract  Admin  Staff. 

Dep  Asst  Sec  for  Acquisition  A  Materiel  MgmL 
Assoc  Dep  AssistaM  Secy  tor  Acquisitions. 
Associate  Dap  Asst  Secy  tor  Depots. 

Assoc  Dep  Asst  Secy  tor  Resources. 

Associate  Deputy  Asst  Secretary  tor  Material 
Dep  Asst  Secy  for  Security  A  Law  EntorcemanL 
Director,  Budget  A  Finarrce  Staff. 

Dep  Dir,  Conpensadon  A  Pension  Service. 

Dep  Dir,  Into  Loan  Guaranty  Svc. 

Dir,  Info  Management  A  Tech  Assessment  Service. 
Northeastern  Area  Project  Manager. 

Southern  Area  Project  Manager. 

Central  Area  Project  Manager. 

Western  Area  Project  Marrager. 

Dep  Dir,  Mental  H  A  B  Sdences  Service. 

Director,  Budget  Office. 

Deputy  Director,  Budget  Office. 

Dir,  Office  of  Project  Management. 

Director,  Ofc  of  Architecturs  A  Engineering. 

Dir,  Office  of  Real  Property  Martagement. 

Dir,  Office  of  Medical  Sharing. 
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Agancy!,  otgantaalion 

Caissr  PMstved  poaWons 

Dir.  Medkel  Caie  Cost  Racovsry  OHke. 

OIr,  Emecgancy  Medical  Preparedness  Oftice. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4618  Piled  3-3-93;  8:4S  am] 
BtUMO  OOOC  *S2S-et-« 


DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

[PubUe  Notice  1771] 

Statutory  Debarment  Under  the 
International  Traffic  in  Arms 
Regulatiofte 

AGENCY:  Department  of  State. 
ACnON:  Notice. 


SUMMARY:  Notice  is  hereby  given  of 
which  persons  have  been  statutorily 
debarr^  pursuant  to  §  127.6(c)  of  the 
International  Traffic  in  Arms 
Regulations  (ITAR)  (22  CFR  parts  120- 
130). 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  December  28. 1992. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Clyde  G.  Bryant  )r.,  Chief,  Compliance 
Analysis  Division,  Office  of  Defense 
Trade  Controls,  Department  of  State 
(703-875-6650). 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  Section 
38(g)(4)(A)  of  the  Arms  Export  Control 
Act  (AECA),  22  U.S-Q  2778,  prohibits 
the  issuance  of  export  licenses  to  a 
person,  or  any  party  to  the  export,  vdio 
has  been  convicted  of  violating  certain 
U.S.  criminal  statutes,  including  the 
AECA.  The  term  "person,”  as  defined  in 
§  120.16  of  the  ITAR,  means  a  natural 
person  as  well  as  a  corporation, 
business  association,  partnership, 
society,  trust,  or  any  other  entity, 
organization  or  group,  including 
governmental  entiti^  The  ITAR, 
specifically  §  126.7(e),  defines  the  term 
“party  to  the  export”  to  include  the 
president,  the  chief  executive  officer, 
and  other  senior  officers  and  officials  of 
the  license  applicant;  the  freight 
forwarders  or  designated  expc»ting 
agent  of  the  license  applicant:  and  any 
consignee  or  end-user  of  any  item  to  1m 
exported.  The  statute  permits  certain 
limited  exceptions  to  this  prohibition  to 
be  made  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  22 
U.S.C  2778(g)(4). 

The  ITAR.  §  127.6,  authorizes  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Political- 
Military  Affairs  to  prohilnt  certain 
persmis  convicted  of  violating,  or 
conspiring  to  violate,  the  AECA  from 
participating  directly  or  indirectly  in  the 
export  of  defuise  articles  or  in  the 
furnishing  of  defense  services.  Such  a 


pit^ibition  is  referred  to  as  a  “statutory 
debarment,”  which  may  be  imposed  on 
the  basis  of  }udicial  proceedings  that 
resulted  in  a  conviction  for  violating,  or 
of  conspiring  to  violate,  the  AECA.  See 
22  CFR  127.6(c).  The  period  for 
d^Nirment  will  normally  be  three  years 
from  the  date  of  conviction.  At  the  end 
of  the  ddMiment  period,  licensing 
privileges  may  be  reinstated  at  the 
request  of  the  debarred  person  following 
the  necessary  interagency  consultations, 
after  a  thorough  review  of  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the 
conviction,  and  a  finding  that 
appropriate  steps  have  l^n  taken  to 
mitigate  any  law  enforcement  concerns, 
aa  required  by  the  AECA,  section 
38(gK4). 

Statutory  debarment  is  based  solely 
upon  a  conviction  in  a  criminal 
proceeding,  conducted  by  United  States 
court.  Thus,  the  administrative 
debarment  procedures,  outlined  in  the 
ITAR,  22  Cni  part  128,  are  not 
applicable  in  such  cases. 

The  Department  of  State  will  not 
consider  applications  for  licenses  or 
requests  for  approvals  that  involve  any 
person  or  any  party  to  the  export  who 
has  bemi  convicted  of  violating,  or  of 
conspiring  to  violate,  the  AECA  during 
the  period  of  statutory  debarment. 
Persons  who  have  been  statutorily 
debarred  may  appeal  to  the  Under 
Secretary  for  International  Security 
Affairs  for  reconsideration  of  the 
ineligibility  determination.  A  request  for 
recxHisideration  must  be  submitted  in 
writing  within  30  days  after  a  person 
has  been  informed  of  the  adverse 
decision.  22  CFR  127.6(d). 

The  Department  of  State  policy 
permits  d^Mrred  persons  to  apply  for  an 
exception  to  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Defuise  Trade  Controls  one  year  after 
the  date  of  the  debarment,  in  accordance 
with  the  AECA,  section  38(g)(4)(A),  and 
the  ITAR.  $  127.6.  Any  decision  to  grant 
ui  exception  can  be  made  only  after  the 
statutory  requirements  under  section 
38(gK4)  of  the  AECA  have  been 
satisfied.  If  the  exception  is  granted,  the 
d^tannent  will  be  suspended. 

Pursuant  to  the  AECA.  section 
38(gK4MA).  and  the  ITAR,  22  CFR  127.6, 
the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Political- 
Military  Affairs  has  statutorily  debarred 
nine  persons  who  have  been  convicted 
of  violating,  or  of  conspiring  to  violate, 
the  AECA. 


These  persons  have  been  debarred  for- 
a  three-year  period  following  the  date  of 
their  conviction,  and  have  b(^  so 
notified  by  a  letter  from  the  Office  of 
Defense  Trade  Controls.  Pursuant  to 
ITAR,  $  127.6(c).  the  names  of  these 
persons,  their  offonse,  date  of 
conviction(8)  and  court  of  conviction(s) 
are  hereby  being  published  in  the 
Federal  Register.  Anyone  udio  requires 
additional  information  to  determine 
whether  a  person  has  been  debarred 
should  contact  the  Office  of  Defense 
Trade  Controls. 

This  notice  involves  a  foreign  affairs 
function  of  the  United  States  and  is  thus 
excluded  from  the  procedures  of  5 
U.S.C.  Section  553  and  Section  554  and 
Executive  Order  12291  (44  FR  13193).  It 
implements  statutory  and  regulatory 
requirements  that  entered  into  force  on 
December  22, 1987,  and  April  4. 1988, 
respectively. 

In  acxorclance  with  these  authorities 
the  following  persons  are  debarred  for  a 
period  of  thi^  years  following  their 
conviction  for  violating,  or  conspiring  to 
violate,  the  AECA  (name/  offense/  date/ 
court): 

1.  Symone  Morris  Behrmann,  18  U.S.C. 
371  (conspiracy  to  violate  22  U.S.C. 
2778)  and  22  U.S.C.  2778,  May  10. 
1990,  District  of  Columbia 

2.  Maryanne  E.  Callaghan,  18  U.S.C.  371 
(conspiracy  to  violate  22  U.S.C.  2778) 
and  22  U.S.C  2778,  July  20, 1990, 
Districrt  of  Columbia 

3.  Herbert  J.  Hoffmann,  18  U.S.C.  371 
(con^irac^  to  violate  22  U.S.C  2778), 
December  11, 1990,  District  of 
Maryland 

4.  John  Jarema,  22  U.S.C  2778,  August 
30, 1990,  Eastwn  District  of  Michigan 

5.  Joseph  McColgan,  18  U.S.C  371 
(conspiracy  to  violate  22  U.S.C.  2778) 
June  7, 1991,  Southern  Districrt  of 
Florida 

6.  Seamus  Moley,  18  U.S.C  371 
(conspiracy  to  violate  22  U.S.C  2778), 
June  7, 1991,  Southern  District  of 
Florida 

7.  Frank  J.  Randazzo,  18  U.S.C.  371 
(conspiracy  to  violate  22  U.S.C  2778), 
May  10. 1990,  District  of  Columbia 

8.  David  R.  Rosen,  18  U.S.C.  371 
(conspiracy  to  violate  22  U.S.C.  2778) 
and  22  U.S.C  2778,  June  26, 1990, 
Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania 

9.  Rudy  Yujen  Tsai,  18  U.S.C  371 
(ccmspirac:y  to  \iolate  22  U.S.C  2778) 
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and  22  U.S.C.  2778,  March  4, 1991, 
Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania 

Dated:  February  22. 1993. 

William  B.  Robinson, 

Director,  Office  of  Defense  Trade  Controls, 
Bureau  of  Mitico  Military  Affairs, 
Department  of  State. 

|FR  Doc.  93-4900  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
aajJNO  CODE  4710-K-«I 


{Public  Notice  1769] 

Shipping  Coordinating  Committee, 
Subcommittee  on  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea 
and  Associated  Bodies,  Working 
Group  on  Stabiiity  and  Load  Lines  and 
on  nshing  Vesseis  Safety;  Meeting 

The  Working  Group  on  Stability  and 
Load  Lines  and  on  Fishing  Vessels 
Safety  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Safety  of 
Life  at  Sea  (SOLAS)  will  conduct  an 
open  meeting  on  March  19, 1993,  at  1 
p.m.  in  room  4315  at  Coast  Guard 
Headquarters,  2100  Second  Street,  SW.. 
Washington.  DC. 

The  purpose  of  this  Working  Group 
meeting  is  to  discuss  the  outcome  for 
the  37th  Session  of  the  International 
Maritime  Organization  (IMO) 
Subcommittee  on  Stability  and  Load 
Lines  and  on  Fishing  Vessels  Safety 
(SLF),  which  was  held  on  January  11  to 
January  15, 1993. 

Items  of  discussion  will  include  the 
following:  Subdivision  and  damage 
stability  standards  of  passenger  ships; 
harmonization  of  probabilistic  damage 
stability  provisions  for  all  ship  types; 
the  new  Code  of  Intact  Stability; 
technical  revisions  to  the  1966  Load 
Line  Convention;  stability  aspects  of 
open-top  container  ships;  and 
probabilistic  oil  outflow. 

Members  of  the  public  may  attend 
this  meeting  up  to  the  seating  capacity 
of  the  room. 

For  further  information  on  this  SLF 
Working  Group  meeting,  contact  Mr. 
H.P.  Cojeen  or  Mr.  W.M.  Hayden  at 
(202)  267-2988;  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
Headquarters  (G-MTH),  2100  Second 
Street.  SW.,  Washington,  DC  20593- 
0001. 

Dated:  Felmiary  19, 1993. 

Bruce  Carter, 

Executive  Secretary,  Shipping  Coordinating 
Committee. 

(FR  Doc  93-4901  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BIUJNO  CODE  «710-0r-M 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Environmental  Impact  Statement: 

Carroll  County,  MD 

AGENCY:  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (Fl^A).  DOT. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  intent. 

SUMMARY:  The  FHWA  is  issuing  this 
notice  to  advise  the  public  that  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be 
prepared  for  a  proposed  highway  project 
in  Carroll  County,  Maryland. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT*. 

Mr.  David  Lawton.  Planning,  Research, 
Environment  and  Safety  Engineer, 
Federal  Highway  Administration,  The 
Rotunda— ^uite  220,  711  West  40th 
Street,  Baltimore,  Maryland  21211; 
telephone  number  (410)  962-4440. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
FHWA,  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (COE)  and  the 
Maryland  State  Highway 
Administration,  will  prepare  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
on  a  proposal  to  improve  MD  140  in 
Carroll  County,  Marvland.  The  proposed 
improvement  provides  a  new  roadway 
horn  Reese  Road,  south  of  Westminster, 
to  Hughes  Shop  Road,  north  of 
Westminster,  a  distance  of  about  8.5 
miles. 

Improvements  to  the  corridor  are 
considered  necessary  to  provide  for 
existing  and  projected  traffic  demand. 
Alternatives  under  consideration 
include  (1)  taking  no  action:  (2)  using 
alternative  travel  modes;  (3)  widening 
the  existing  highway,  controlling  access, 
and  providing  service  roads;  (4) 
relocating  MD  140  to  the  north  around 
Westminster  creating  a  bypass;  and  (5) 
relocating  MD  140  to  the  south  around 
Westminster  creating  a  bypass. 

The  Draft  EIS  will  be  available  for 
public  and  agency  review  and  comment 
prior  to  the  public  hearing.  A  scoping 
meeting  for  this  project  was  held  in  June 
11, 1987. 

To  ensure  that  the  full  range  of  issues 
related  to  this  proposed  action  are 
addressed  and  all  signiflcant  issues 
identifled,  comments  and  suggestion  are 
invited  horn  all  interested  parties. 

Comments  or  questions  concerning 
this  proposed  action  and  EIS  should  be 
directed  to  the  FHWA  at  the  addresses 
provided  above.  (Catalog  of  Federal 
Domestic  Assistance  Program  Number 
20.205,  Highway  Research,  Planning 
and  Construction.  The  regulations 
implementing  Executive  Order  12372 
regarding  intergovernmental 
consultation  of  Federal  Programs  and 
activities  apply  to  this  program). 


Issued  on:  Felmiary  1993. 

A.  P.  Barrows, 

Division  Administrator,  Baltimore,  Maryland. 
[FR  Doc  93-4960  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BEJJNQ  CODE  4S10-31-M 


National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration 

Rulemaking,  Reaearch  and 
Enforcement  Programs  Meetings 

AGENCY:  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration,  DOT. 

ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  This  notice  announces  a 
public  meeting  at  which  NHTSA  will 
answer  questions  from  the  public  and 
the  automobile  industry  regarding  the 
agency’s  rulemaking,  enforcement  and 
other  programs.  In  addition,  a  second 
public  meeting  will  be  held  to  describe 
and  discuss  NHTSA’s  research  and 
development  programs. 

DATES:  The  Agency’s  regular,  quarterly 
public  meeting  relating  to  the  agency’s 
rulemaking,  enforcement  and  other 
programs  will  be  held  on  April  6, 1993, 
beginning  at  9:30  a.m.  and  ending  at 
approximately  12:30  p.m.  Questions 
relating  to  the  agency’s  rulemaking, 
enforcement  and  other  programs  must 
be  submitted  in  writing  by  March  25, 
1993,  to  the  address  shown  below.  If 
sufficient  time  is  available,  questions 
received  after  the  March  25  ^te  may  be 
answered  at  the  meeting.  The 
individual,  group  or  company 
submitting  a  question(s)  does  not  have 
to  be  present  for  the  question(s)  to  be 
answered.  A  consolidated  list  of  the 
questions  submitted  by  March  25. 1993, 
and  the  issues  to  be  discussed  will  be 
mailed  to  interested  personnel  by  March 
31. 1993,  and  will  be  available  at  the 
meeting. 

Also,  the  agency  will  hold  a  second 
public  meeting  later  in  the  day  devoted 
exclusively  to  a  discussion  of  research 
and  development  programs.  The 
meeting  will  begin  at  1:30  p.m.  and  end 
at  approximately  5  p.m.  Questions  may 
be  submitted  in  advance  regarding  the 
Agency’s  crashworthiness  and  crash 
avoidance  research  programs.  They 
must  be  submitted  in  writing  by  March 
29  to  the  address  given  below.  If 
sufficient  time  is  available,  questions 
received  after  the  March  29  date  will  be 
answered  at  the  meeting  in  the 
discussion  period.  The  individual, 
group  or  company  asking  a  question 
does  not  have  to  be  present  for  the 
question  to  be  answered.  A  consolidated 
list  of  the  questions  submitted  by  March 
29  will  be  mailed  to  interested 
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personnel  by  April  1  and  ¥rill  be 
available  at  the  meeting.' 

ADDRESSES:  Questions  fw  the  April  6 
NHTSA  Technical  Industry  Meeting,  to 
be  held  from  9:30  a.m.  to  12:30  p.m., 
relating  to  the  agency’s  rulemalung. 
research,  and  enforcement  programs 
should  be  submitted  to  Barry  Febice, 
Associate  Administrator  for 
Rulemaking,  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration,  room  5401, 400 
Seventh  Street.  SW.,  Washington,  DC 
20590.  Questions  for  the  Research  and 
Development  Program  Meeting  to  be 
held  from  1:30  p.m.  to  5  p.m.  ^oiild  be 
submitted  to  Gwrge  L.  Parker,  Associate 
Administrator  for  Research  and 
Development,  NRD-01,  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration, 
room  6206, 400  Seventh  Street.  SW.. 
Washington.  DC  20590.  Both  meetings 
will  be  held  at  the  Ramada  Inn,  near  the 
Detroit  Metro  Airport,  8270  Wickham 
Road,  Romulus,  48174. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  MFORMATION:  NHTSA 
will  hold  its  regular,  quarterly  meeting 
from  9:30  a.ra.  to  12:30  p.m.,  to  answer 
questions  from  the  pubhc  and  the 
regulated  industries  regarding  the 
agency’s  rulemaking,  enforcement  and 
other  programs,  on  April  6, 1993.  Since 
the  agency  is  holding  a  separate  meeting 
on  its  cra^worthiness  and  crash 
avoidance  research  programs,  any 
questions  on  those  issues  will  only  be 
answered  at  the  afternoon  meeting  and 
should  be  submitted  to  the  Reseat  and 
Development  Office.  Questions  on  other 
aspects  of  the  agency’s  research  and 
development  a^vities  should  be 
submitted,  as  in  the  past,  to  the  agency’s 
Rulemaking  Office.  The  meeting  will  be 
held  at  the  Ramada  Inn,  8270  Wickham 
Road,  Romulus,  Michigan.  The  purpose 
of  the  meeting  is  to  focus  on  those 
phases  of  NHTSA  activities  which  are 
technical,  interpretative  or  procedural 
in  nature.  A  transcript  of  the  meeting 
will  be  available  for  piiblic  inspection  in 
the  NHTSA  Teduiical  Reference  Section 
in  Washington,  DC.  within  four  weeks 
after  the  meeting.  Copies  of  the 
transcript  will  then  available  at  ten 
cents  a  page,  (Irnigth  has  varied  from 
100  to  150  pages)  upon  request  to 
NHTSA  Technical  Reference  Secticm, 
room  5108, 400  Seventh  Street,  SW., 
Washington  DC  20590.  Ihe  Technical 
Reference  Section  is  open  to  the  puMic 
from  9:30  a.m.  to  4  p  jn. 

At  the  NHTSA  reseaich  and 
development  programs  meeting,  to  be 
held  fr^  1:30  p.m.  to  5  p.m.  aMressing 
research  and  dev^pment  programs 
only,  the  agency  will  provide 
information  and  reaped  to  questions 
submitted  in  achrance.  At  this  meeting, 
the  Agency  «rill  provide  «i  overview  of 


its  research  and  development  (Hograms, 
including  in  particular,  descriptions  of 
crashworthiness  resaarcJi  and  crash 
avoidance  research.  Questions  regarding 
these  two  program  areas  that  have  been 
submitted  in  advance  will  be  answered 
as  time  permits.  At  subsequent  nreetings 
the  Agency  will  describe  other  research 
program  areas  and  respond  to  questions. 
As  with  the  regular  quarterly  meeting  as 
noted  above,  a  transcript  of  the  meeting 
will  be  available  for  prmlic  inspection  in 
the  NHTSA  Technical  Rafaranc» 

Section. 

NHTSA  will  provide  auxiliary  aids  to 
participants  as  necessary,  during  the 
NHTSA  Technical  IrKlustry  Meeting  and 
the  NHTSA  Indust^  Research  and 
Development  Meeting.  Thus,  any  person 
desirir^  assistanc^e  of  “auxiliary  aids’’ 
(e.g.,  sigii-lat^uage  interpreter, 
telecommunicxitions  devic^as  for  deaf 
persons  (TIX)s).  readers,  taped  texts, 
Brailled  materials,  or  large  print 
materials  and/or  a  magnifying  device), 
please  contact  Barbara  Games  on  (202) 
366-1810,  by  COB  March  25, 1993,  for 
the  9*30  on.  to  12:30  p  jn.  portion  the 

meeting  or  Barbara  Coleman  (202)  366- 
1537  by  COB  March  26. 1993  for  the 
1:30  p.m.  to  5  p.m.  portion. 

Issued:  Match  1. 1993. 

Barry  Felrice, 

Associate  Administrator  for  Rulemaking. 

|FR  Doc.  93-4983  Piled  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

BSJJNQ  CCXX  4t10-6S-M 


(Docket  No.  93-12;  Notice  1] 

Volkswagen  of  America,  Inc.,  Receipt 
of  Petititm  for  Determination  of 
Inconsequentiai;  Noncompilance 

Volkswagen  of  America,  Inc. 
(Volkswagen)  of  Auburn  Hills,  Michigan 
has  determined  that  its  replacement  seat 
belts  fail  to  cmnply  with  49  C311 
571.209,  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  209,  “Seat  Beh 
Assemblies,”  and  has  filed  an 
appropriate  report  pursuant  to  49  CFR 
part  573.  Volkswagen  has  also 
petitiemed  to  be  exempted  from  the 
notificstion  and  remedy  requirements  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C  1381  et  seq.)  on 
the  b^s  that  the  noncompliance  is 
inconsequential  as  it  relates  to  motor 
vehicle  safety. 

This  notice  of  receipt  of  a  petition  is 
published  under  section  157  of  the 
National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  (15  U.S.C  1417)  and  does  not 
represent  any  agency  decision  or  other 
exercise  of  juc^ement  concerning  the 
merits  of  the  potion. 

Between  1967  and  the  presmt, 
Volkswagen  produced  and  sold 


replacement  seat  belts  which  did  not 
include  installation  instructiems 
remiired  by  Standard  No.  209.  While 
Volkswagen  cannot  calculate  the  total 
number  of  replacement  seat  belts  sold 
since  1967,  it  sold  approximately  5,300 
replacement  seat  belts  during  the  last  12 
months,  and  assumes — based  on  an 
estimate  of  5,000  assemblies  sold  per 
year — a  total  of  125,000  assemblies  sold 
since  1967. 

Standard  No.  209,  section  S4.1(k) 
requires  that  “(a)  seat  beh  assembly  or 
retractor  shall  be  accompanied  by  an 
instruction  riieet  providing  sufficient 
information  fm^  installing  ffie  assembly 
in  a  motor  vehicle  except  fat  a  seat  belt 
assembly  installed  in  a  motor  v^ide  by 
an  automobile  raanufocturer.  The 
installation  instructions  shall  state 
whether  the  assembly  is  for  universal 
installation  or  for  installation  (mly  in 
specifically  stated  motor  vehicles  *  *  *“ 
In  addition,  section  S4.1(l)  requires  that 
“(a)  seat  beU  assembly  or  retractw  shall 
be  accompanied  by  written  instructions 
for  the  proper  use  of  the  assembly, 
stressing  particularly  the  importance  of 
wearing  the  assembly  snugly  and 
properly  located  on  the  body,  and  on 
the  maintenance  of  the  assembly  and 
periodic  inspection  of  all  components. 
The  instructions  shall  diow  the  proper 
manner  of  threading  webbing  in  the 
hardware  of  seat  belt  assemblies  in 
which  the  webbing  is  not  permanently 
fastened.”  The  instructions  pertaining  to 
threading  and  nonlocking  retractors  do 
not  apply  to  Volkswagen’s  belt  designs. 

Volkswagen  supports  its  petitiem  for 
inconsequential  noncompliance  with  the 
following: 

The  Doncorapliance  relates  to  the  lack  of 
installation  instructions  and  use  instructions 
as  required  in  FMVSS  No.  209.  The  belts  are 
identified  by  part  number  to  specific  vehicle 
application  and  are  labeled  by  model 
number,  date  of  manufacture,  and  name  of 
manufacturer  in  accordance  with  S4.1(j)  of 
FMVSS  209.  AU  Volkswagen  owner’s 
manuals  for  the  vehicles  for  which  such  belts 
were  designed  have  included  detailed  usage 
instructions  for  seat  belts.  Volkswagen 
service  manual  information  describing  seat 
belt  system  installations  has  been,  and  is, 
available  to  dealers  and  to  the  public. 

'The  requirement  for  installation  and  seat 
belt  use  instructions  dates  back  to  the  very 
first  standard  issued  in  1966  at  a  time  wbra 
many  used  vehicles  did  not  have  fiictory 
installed  seat  belts  so  that  the  automobile 
manufacturers  and  others  were  making 
available  belts  for  retrofit  Installation. 
Therefore,  it  was  possible  for  vehicle  owners 
and  others  to  install  seat  belts  where  none 
had  been  provided  previously.  Also  for 
vehicles  ^rithout  factory  Installed  seat  belts, 
the  owner’s  manuals  may  not  have  included 
seat  belt  use  instructions. 

The  Canadian  standard,  CMVSS  209,  does 
not  include  a  requirement  for  providing 
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installation  and  use  instructic»8  with  seat 
belt  assemblies.  Paragraph  32  of  CMVSS  209 
only  requires  that  every  vehicle  equipped 
with  a  seat  belt  assembly  be  provided  with 
written  instructions  reg^ing  the  proper  use 
and  maintenance  of  the  seat  belt  assembly 
(emphasis  original). 

Seat  belts  currently  sold  by  Volkswagen  to 
its  dealers  are  only  for  installations  as 
replacement  belts  in  speciflc  seating 
positions  in  Volkswagen  and  Audi  vehicles 
and  are  identified  by  part  number  in  the  parts 
catalog  for  use  in  specific  vehicle  models  and 
seat  positions.  This  method  of  identification 
and  the  ph3rsical  differences  between  belt 
retractors  and  attachment  hardware  as  well 
as  the  vehicle  installation  environment 
preclude  the  mis-installation  of  seat  belt 
assemblies. 

Seat  belt  assembly  installation  instructions 
are  included  in  Volkswagen  Service  Manuals 
available  to  all  Volkswagen  and  Audi  dealers. 
Independent  repair  shops  and  individual 
owners  can  also  purchase  the  Service  Manual 
or  seek  dealer  assistance  and  obtain  copies  of 
the  instructions,  if  necessary.  In  most  cases, 
reference  to  the  installation  instructions  will 
not  be  necessary  because  the  seat  belt 
installation  procedure  will  first  be  the  reverse 
of  the  removal  procedure. 

Seat  belt  use  instructions  regarding  proper 
seat  belt  positioning  on  the  body  and  proper 
maintenance  and  periodic  inspection  for 
damage  are,  and  have  been  included,  in  ail 
Volkswagen  and  Audi  owner’s  manuals. 
Fitting  the  belt  snugly  is  not  applicable  with 
[emergency  locking  retractors  but 
appropriate  instructions  for  manual  lap  belts 
are  provided  in  the  owner’s  manuals  for 
vehicles  equipped  with  such  belts. 
Volkswagen  and  Audi  have  not  provided 
non-locking  retractors  or  Type  lla  seat  belts 
and  all  are  integrally  sewn  so  that  proper 
threading  of  the  webbing  in  the  hardware  is 
not  applicable. 

Volkswagen  is  presently  developing 
installation  and  use  instructions  for 
replacement  seat  belt  assemblies.  This 
material  will  be  provided  to  dealers  for 
insertion  into  the  packaging  of  seat  belts  in 
their  inventory  and  will  also  be  placed  into 
the  packages  of  seat  belts  at  Volluwagen 
service  parts  warehouses.  The  required 
material  will  also  be  included  with  all  seat 
belt  assemblies  shipped  to  Volkswagen  of 
America,  Inc.  for  resale  to  dealers  in  the 
future. 

Volkswagen  is  not  aware  of  owner 
complaints  or  field  incident  reports  relating 
to  the  lack  of  installation  and  use 
instructions  with  replacement  seat  belt 
assemblies.  Notification  and  remedy  by 
mailing  out  such  instructions  to  prior  vehicle 
owners  or  non-dealer  repair  shops  who  have 
purchased  seat  belt  assemblies  would  not  be 
possible  since  records  of  such  sales  are  not 
kept. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to 
submit  written  data,  views,  and 
arguments  on  the  petition  of 
Volkswagen,  described  above. 
Comments  should  refer  to  the  Docket 
Number  and  be  submitted  to:  Docket 
Section,  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration,  room  5109,  400 


Seventh  Street,  SW.,  Washington,  D.C, 
20590.  It  is  requested  but  not  required 
that  six  copies  be  submitted. 

All  comments  received  before  the 
close  of  business  on  the  closing  date 
indicated  below  will  be  considered.  The 
application  and  supporting  materials, 
and  all  comments  received  after  the 
closing  date  vnll  also  be  filed  and  will 
be  considered  to  the  extent  possible. 
When  the  petition  is  granted  or  denied, 
the  notice  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  pursuant  to  the 
authority  indicate  below. 

Comment  closing  date:  April  5, 1993. 

(15  U.S.C  1417;  delegations  of  authority  at 
49  CPR  1.50  and  49  CFR  501.8) 

Issued  cHi:  March  1, 1993. 

Barry  Felrice, 

Associate  Administrator  for  Rulemaking. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4982  Filed  3-3-93, 8:45  am] 
BIUJNG  CODE  4eiO-aa-M 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

Public  Information  Collection 
Requirements  Submitted  to  0MB  for 
Review 

February  24, 1993. 

The  Department  of  the  Treasury  has 
made  revisions  and  resubmitted  ^e 
following  public  information  collection 
requirement(s)  to  OMB  for  review  and 
clearance  under  the  Paperwork 
Reduction  Act  of  1980,  Public  Law  96- 
511.  Copies  of  the  submission(s)  may  be 
obtained  by  calling  the  Treasury  Bureau 
Clearance  Officer  listed.  Comments 
regarding  this  information  collection 
should  be  addressed  to  the  CAdB 
reviewer  listed  and  to  the  Treasury 
Department  Clearance  Officer, 
Department  the  Treasury,  Room  3171 
Treasury  Annex,  1500  Pennsylvania 
Avenue,  NW.,  Washington,  DC  20220. 

Internal  Revenue  Service 

OMB  Number:  New 
Form  Number:  IRS  Form  8833 
Type  of  Review:  Resubmission 
Title:  'Treaty-Based  Return  Position 
Disclosure  Under  Section  6114  or 
7701(b) 

Description:  Form  8833  will  be  used  by 
taxpayers  that  are  required  by  section 
6114  to  disclose  a  treaty-based  return 
position  to  disclose  that  position.  'The 
form  may  also  be  used  to  make  the 
treaty-based  return  position 
disclosure  required  by  Regulations 
section  301.7701(b)-7(b)  for  "dual 
resident"  taxpayers. 

Respondents:  Individuals  or 
households.  Businesses  or  other  for- 
profit,  Small  businesses  or 
organizations 


Estimated  Number  of  Respondents/ 
Recordkeepers:  6,000 
Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per 
Respondent/Recordkeeper: 
Recordkeeping— 3  hours,  7  minutes 
Learning  about  the  law  or  the  form — 
1  hour,  29  minutes 

Preparing  and  sending  the  fmm  to  the 
IRS — 1  hour,  37  minutes 
Frequency  of  Response:  Annually 
Estimated  Total  Reporting/ 
Recordkeeping  Burden;  37,260  hours 
Clearance  Officer:  Gcmrick  Shear  (202) 
535—4297,  Internal  Revenue  Service, 
Room  5571, 1111  Constitution 
Avenue,  NW.,  Washingtm,  DC  20224 
OMB  Reviewer:  Milo  Sunderhauf  (202) 
395-6880,  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  room  3001,  New  Executive 
Office  Building,  Washington,  DC 
20503. 

Lois  K.  Holland, 

Departmental  Reports,  Management  Officer. 
[FR  Doc.  93-4909  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BU.LJNO  CODE  sno-ei-M 


Public  Infonnation  CoNaction 
Requlramants  Submittad  to  OMB  for 
Review 

February  24, 1993. 

The  Department  of  Treasury  has 
submitted  the  following  public 
information  collection  requirement(s)  to 
OMB  for  review  and  clearance  under  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1980, 
Public  Law  96-511.  Copies  of  the 
submission(s)  may  be  ootained  by 
calling  the  'Treasury  Bureau  Clearance 
Officer  listed.  Comments  regarding  this 
information  collection  should  be 
addressed  to  the  OMB  reviewer  listed 
and  to  the  Treasury  Department 
Clearance  Officer,  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  Room  3171  Treasury  Annex, 
1500  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20220. 

Financial  Management  Service 

OMB  Number:  1510-0004 
Form  Number:  TFS  285-A 
Type  ^Review:  Extension 
Title:  Schedule  of  Excess  Risks 
Description:  Listing  of  Excess  Risks 
written  or  assumed  by  Treasury 
Certified  companies  shoMring 
compliance  with  Treasury 
Regulations  to  assist  Treasury  in 
determining  solvency  of  Certified 
companies  for  the  benefit  of  writing 
Federal  surety  bonds. 

Respondents:  Businesses  or  other  for- 
profit,  Small  businesses  or 
organizations 

Estimated  Number  (ff  Respondents: 
Applications:  40 
Renewals:  305 

Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per  Response: 
20  hours 
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Frequency  of  Response:  Quarterly 

Estimated  Total  Reporting  Burden: 
25,200  hours 

Clearance  Officer:  Jacqueline  R.  Perry 
(301)  344-<8577,  Financial 
Management  Service,  3361-L  75th 
Avenue,  Landover,  MD  20785. 

0MB  Reviewer:  Milo  Sunderhauf  (202) 
395-6880,  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  room  3001,  New  ^ecutive 
Office  Building,  Washington,  DC 
20503. 

Unit  K.  Holland, 

Departmental  Reports,  Management  Officer. 

(FR  Doc  93-4910  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 

MUJNQ  CODE  4aiO-aS-M 


Public  Information  Collection 
Requirements  Submitted  to  0MB  for 
Review 

February  24, 1993. 

The  Department  of  Treasury  has 
submitted  the  following  public 
information  collection  requirement(s)  to 
0MB  for  review  and  clearance  under  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  of  1980, 

Public  Law  96-511.  Copies  of  the 
submission(s)  may  be  obtained  by 
calling  the  Treasury  Bureau  Clearance 
Officer  listed.  Comments  regarding  this 
information  collection  should  be 
addressed  to  the  OMB  reviewer  listed 
and  to  the  Treasury  Department 
Clearance  Officer,  Department  of  the 
Treasury,  Room  3171  Treasury  Annex, 
1500  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20220. 

Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and 
Firearms 

OMB  Number:  1512-0092 
Form  Number:  ATF  F  5100.31  (1648/ 
1649/1650) 

Type  of  Review:  Extension 
Title:  Application  for  Certification/ 
Exemption  of  Label/Bottle  Approval 
Under  the  Federal  Alcohol 
Administration  Act 
Description:  The  Federal  Alcohol 
Administration  Act  regulates  the 
labeling  of  alcoholic  beverages  and 
designates  the  Treasury  Department  to 
oversee  compliance  with  regulations. 
This  form  is  completed  by  the 
regulated  industry  and  submitted  to 
Treasury  as  an  application  to  label 
their  products.  Treasury  oversees 
label  application  to  prevent  consumer 
deception  and  to  deter  falsification  of 
unfair  advertising  practices  on 
alcoholic  beverages. 

Respondents:  Businesses  or  other  for- 
profit,  Small  businesses  or  other 
organizations 

Estimated  Number  of  Respondents: 
6,060 


Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per 
Respondent:  30  minutes 
Frequency  of  Response:  On  occasion 
Estimated  Total  Reporting  Burden  : 

27,3Q0  hours 
OMB  Number:  1512-0185 
Form  Number:  ATF  F  5400.5 
Type  of  Review:  Extension 
Title:  Report  of  Theft  or  Loss  Explosives 
Description:  Losses  or  theft  of 
explosives  must,  by  statute,  be 
reported  within  24  hours  of  the 
discovery  of  the  loss  or  theft.  This 
form  contains  the  minimum 
information  necessary  for  ATF  to 
initiate  criminal  investigations. 
Respondents:  Businesses  or  other  for- 
profit,  Small  businesses  or  other 
organizations 

Estimated  Number  of  Respondents:  250 
Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per 
Respondent:  1  hour,  48  minutes 
Frequency  of  Response:  On  occasion 
Estimated  Total  Reporting  Burden:  450 
hours 

OMB  Number:  1512-0204 
Form  Number:  ATF  F  5110.38 
Type  of  Review:  Extension 
Title:  Formula  for  Distilled  Spirits 
Under  the  Federal  Alcohol 
Administration  Act  (Supplemental) 
Description:  ATA  F  5110.38  is  used  to 
determine  the  classification  of 
distilled  spirits  for  labeling  and  for 
consumer  protection.  The  form 
describes  the  person  filing,  type  of 
product  to  be  made,  and  restrictions 
to  the  labeling  and  manufacture.  The 
form  is  used  by  ATF  to  ensure  that  a 
product  is  made  and  labeled  properly 
and  to  audit  distilled  spirits 
operations. 

Respondents:  Small  businesses  or  other 
organizations 

Estimated  Number  of  Respondents:  200 
Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per 
Respondent:  1  hour 
Frequency  of  Response:  On  occasion 
Estimimated  Total  Reporting  Burden: 
4,000  hours 

OMB  Number:  1512-0469 
Form  Number:  None 
Type  of  Review:  Extension 
Title:  labeling  of  Sulfites  in  Alcoholic 
Beverages 

Description:  In  a  final  rule  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  July  9, 1986 
(51  FR  25012)  the  Food  and  Dnig 
Administration  established  10  parts 
per  million  as  the  threshold  for 
declaration  of  sulfites  in  food  and 
wine  products.  The  Bureau  of 
Alcohol,  Tobacco  ad  Firearms  on 
September  30, 1986  published  a  final 
rule  (ATF-236)  (51  FR  34706) 
establishing  the  same  threshold  for 
declaration  of  sulfites  in  alcoholic 
beverages. 


Respondents:  Businesses  or  other  for-  \ 

profit.  Small  businesses  or  other 
organizations 

Estimated  Number  of  Respondents: 

4,787  5 

Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per  ^ 

Respondent:  40  minutes  ' 

Frequency  of  Response:  On  occasion 
Estimimated  Total  Reporting  Burden: 

3,159  hours 

OMB  Number:  1512-0482 
Form  Number:  ATF  REC  5100/1 
Type  of  Review:  Extension 
Title:  Labeling  and  Advertising 
Requirements  under  the  Federal 
Alcohol  Administration  Act 
Description:  Under  the  Federal  Alcohol 
Administration  Act,  bottlers  and 
importers  of  alcohol  beverages  are 
required  to  display  certain 
information  for  consumers  on  labels 
and  in  advertisements.  Other  optional 
statements  are  also  required. 

Respondents:  Businesses  or  other  for- 
profit,  Small  businesses  or  other 
organizations 

Estimated  Number  of  Respondents: 

6,060 

Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per 
Respondent:  1  hour 
Frequency  of  Response:  On  occasion 
Estimated  Total  Reporting  Burden:  1 
hour 

OMB  Number:  1512-0503 
Form  Number:  ATF  REC  5120/3 
Type  of  Review:  Reinstatement 
Title:  Marks  on  Wine  Containers 
Description:  The  Bureau  of  Alcohol, 

Tobacco  and  Firearms  (ATF)  requires 
that  wine  on  wine  premises  be 
identified  by  statements  of 
information  on  labels  or  contained  in 
marks.  ATF  uses  this  information  to 
validate  the  receipts  of  excise  tax 
revenue  by  the  Federal  Government. 
Consumers  are  provided  with 
adequate  identifying  information. 
Respondents:  Businesses  or  other  for- 
profit,  Small  businesses  or  other 
organizations 

Estimated  Number  of  Respondents: 

1,560 

Estimated  Burden  Hours  Per 
Respondent:  1  hour 
Frequency  of  Response:  On  occasion 
Estimated  Total  Reporting  Burden:  1 
hour 

Clearance  Officer:  Robert  N.  Hogarth, 

(202)  927-8930,  Bureau  of  Alcohol, 
Tobacco  and  Firearms,  room  3200, 

650  Massachusetts  Avenue,  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20226. 

OMB  Reviewer:  Milo  Simderhauf,  (202) 
395-6880,  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  room  3001,  New  Executive 
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Office  Building,  Washington,  DC 
20503. 

Loic  K.  Holland, 

Departmental  Reports,  Management  Officer. 
(FR  Doc.  93-4911  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BILUNQ  COOC  4tie-3t-« 

[Diractivo  No.  16-32] 


Functions  Pertaining  to  the  Former 
Office  of  Defense  Lending;  Directive 

February  22. 1993. 

1.  Delegation.  By  virtue  of  the 
authority  granted  to  the  Fiscal  Assistant 
Secretary  by  Treasury  Order  (TO)  101- 
05, 1  hereby  delegate  to  the 
Commissioner.  Financial  Management 
Service,  the  authority  and  responsibility 
for  all  functions  pertaining  to  lending 
and  liquidation  transferred  from  the 
former  Office  of  Defense  Lending. 

2.  Redelegation.  The  Commissioner, 
Financial  Management  Service,  may 
redelegate  this  authority,  as  appropriate, 
to  subordinate  officials. 

3.  Cancellation.  Treasury  Directive 
16-32,  "Functions  Pertaining  to 
Lending  and  Liquidation,"  dated 
September  22, 1986,  is  superseded. 

4.  Authority.  TO  101-05,  “Reporting 
Relationships  and  Supervision  of 
Officials,  Offices  and  Bureaus, 
Delegation  of  Certain  Authority,  and 
Order  of  Succession  in  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury.” 

5.  Office  of  Primary  Interest.  Office  of 
the  Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary. 

Gerald  Murphy, 

Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  93-4908  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

BILUNQ  CODE  ai0-2S-M 


UNITED  STATES  INFORMATION 
AGENCY 

Public  and  Private  Non-Profit 
Organizations  in  Support  of 
International  Educational  and  Cultural 
Activities;  Request  for  Proposals;  The 
Role  of  Legislative  Staff  and 
Information  Resources  in  the 
Legislative  Process  (Africa) 

ACTION:  Notice— ^Request  for  proposals. 

SUMMARY:  The  Office  of  Citiiien 
Exchanges  (E/P)  of  the  United  States 
Information  Agency  (USIA)  proposes 
the  development  of  two  multi-phased 
exchange  programs  for  legislative  staff 
of  African  coimtries.  One  project  will  be 
designed  for  participants  from  the 
francophone  coimtries  of  Benin, 
Cameroon,  Congo,  Mali  and  Rwanda. 
The  other  project  is  intended  for 
participemts  from  anglophone  countries 
of  Ghana,  Kenya,  Namibia,  Zambia,  and 
Zimbabwe.  Each  project  should 


introduce  participants  to  the 
responsibilities  of  various  professiimal 
Stan  in  conducting  the  business  of  a 
legislature,  emphasizing  professional 
non-partisan  roles.  Each  program  may 
address  a  wide  range  of  admffiistrative, 
legal,  fiscal,  and  research  services  or 
concentrate  on  a  few  of  notable  priority. 
In  all  proposed  programs,  some 
activities  should  illustrate  the  role  of 
information  resources  in  conducting 
policy  analysis  and  drafting  legislation 
as  well  as  the  role  of  archival  materials 
in  establishing  the  legislature’s  official 
legal  record.  Each  program  should 
facilitate  access  to  resource  materials  to 
promote  the  study  of  the  legislative 
process  and  should  lay  the  foundation 
for  collaboration  between  U.S.  and 
Afirican  legislatures  and  professional 
supp(»tive  organizations. 

A  U.S.  not-rar-profit  institution  will 
design  and  execute  each  program  and 
select  the  American  presenters.  The 
institution  should  demonstrate  success 
in  coordinating  international  exchange 
programs  for  senior-level  foreign 
participants.  The  applicant  institution 
should  have  substantive  working 
relationships  with  U.S.  public  and 
private  sector  organizations  involved 
with  legislative  affairs  and  the 
professional  development  of  key  staff  in 
Congress  or  in  state  assemblies.  The 
program  will  begin  in  the  late  summer 
or  fall  of  1993. 

Interested  applicants  are  urged  to  read 
the  complete  R^uest  for  Proposals 
(RFP)  announcement  before  addressing 
inquiries  to  the  Office.  After  the  RFP 
deadline,  the  Office  of  Citizen 
Exchanges  may  not  discuss  this 
competition  in  any  way  with  applicants 
until  the  final  decisions  are  made. 
ANNOUNCEMENT  NUMBER:  This 
Announcement  number  is  E/P-93-12. 
Please  refer  to  this  number  and  the  title 
given  above  in  all  correspondence  or 
telephone  calls  to  USIA. 

DATES:  Deadline  for  Proposals:  All 
copies  must  be  received  at  the  U.S. 
Information  Agency  by  5  p.m. 
Washington,  time  on  May  7, 1993. 
Faxed  documents  will  not  be  accepted, 
nor  will  documents  postmarked  May  7, 
1993  but  received  at  a  later  date.  It  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  grant  applicant  to 
ensure  that  proposals  are  received  by 
this  deadline.  Grant  activity  should 
begin  after  August  1, 1993. 

ADDRESSES:  Hie  original  and  14  copies 
of  the  completed  application  and 
required  forms  should  be  submitted  by 
the  deadline  to:  U.S.  Infc»mation 
Agency,  REF:  E/P-93-12,  Office  of 
Grants  Management  (E/XE),  room  336, 
301  Fourth  Street.  SW.,  Washington, 
20547. 


FOR  FURTHER  MFORMATION  CONTACT; 
Interested  curganizations  should  contact 
the  Office  of  Citizen  Exchanges  (E/P), 
room  216,  United  States  InformaticHi 
Agency,  301  Fourth  Street  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20547,  fex  (202)  619- 
4350,  to  request  the  detailed 
Application  Package  which  includes  all 
necessary  forms  and  guidelines  for 
proposals,  including  specific  budget 
preparation  instrucdons.  Please  specify 
the  name  of  USIA  Program  Speddist 
Stephen  Taylor  on  all  inquiries  and 
correspondence. 

Background 

Several  francophone  and  anglophone 
African  countries  are  evolving  frcm 
single-party  to  multi-party  systems  of 
government  In  this  process,  national 
legislatures  have  the  opportunity  to  gain 
greater  independence,  cfevelop  more 
effective  legislaticui  and  take  steps  to 
serve  more  forcefully  as  a  balance  to 
executive  power.  The  viabilitv  and 
institutional  independence  of  these 
legislative  bodies  could  be  enhanced  by 
professional  staff  better  trained  to  play 
a  suppmt  role  for  lawmakers  and  the 
legislative  process.  In  addition  to 
earning  out  daily  duties,  legislative 
Stan  are  well  placed  to  provide 
continuity  regardless  of  the  legislature’s 
partisan  make-up  or  the  polith^ 
fortunes  of  elected  representatives. 

In  the  United  States,  Con^ss  and 
many  state  legislatures  employ 
professional  staff  to  conduct  research, 
draft  legislation,  analyze  budgets,  auffit 
accounts,  maintain  records,  monitor 
compliance  with  legislation  and 
perform  other  duties.  In  many  cases, 
professional  stafi  provide  these  services 
on  a  non-partisan  basis.  For  example,  on 
Capitol  Hill,  the  Office  of  the  Legislative 
Counsel  assists  committees  in  drafting 
and  amending  legislation.  The  clerk  of 
the  House  and  secretary  of  the  Senate, 
selected  by  the  majority  party,  assist  in 
processing  legislation  and  performing 
various  reporting  functions.  The  House 
Office  of  the  Law  Revision  Counsel 
updates  and  publishes  an  official 
classification  of  U.S.  laws. 

In  drafting  bills,  lawmakers  also  rely 
on  other  non-partisan  support 
organizations  such  as  the  Congressional 
Research  Service,  which  analyzes  public 
policy  issues,  and  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office,  which  provides  analyses 
of  fiscal  issues.  Congress  also  has  at  its 
disposal  organizations  to  support  its 
oversight  role  such  as  the  General 
Accounting  Office  which  monitors 
executive  branch  expenditures. 

While  not  every  one  of  these  services 
is  directly  applicable  to  needs  in  Africa, 
they  reflect  the  evolving  demands 
placed  upon  the  U.S.  Congress  and 
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could  help  guide  efforts  to  promote 
professional  development  of  legislative 
staff  in  Africa.  Several  young  African 
legislatures  are  drafting  landmark 
legislation  aimed  at  implementing 
political  and  economic  reforms.  This 
process  has  sparked  needs  for  expanded 
information  resources  and  archival 
systems.  For  example.  Namibia,  two 
years  after  gaining  independence  from 
South  Africa,  is  drafting  legislation 
aimed  at  eliminating  the  remnants  of  the 
apartheid  system.  Lawmakers  and 
legislative  staff  in  Benin  and  Zambia  are 
seeking  reference  materials  and  other 
resources  to  draft  legislation  countering 
the  effects  of  decades  of  single  party 
government.  In  Mali,  legislative  staff 
could  beneht  from  specialized  training 
activities  to  support  efforts  to  restore  die 
National  Assembly’s  archives. 

Legislative  aides  in  these  young  African 
democracies  could  benefit  from  a 
project  to  enhance  their  capabilities  to 
assist  lawmakers  fulfill  their  legislative 
mandates. 

Objectives 

Each  program  should  be  designed  to: 

— Provide  an  overview  of  the 
structure  and  practices  of  representative 
government  in  the  United  States, 
including  the  interrelationship  between 
the  three  branches  of  government; 

— Introduce  participants  to  the 
professional  support  offices  and  staff 
employed  by  the  U.S.  Congress  and 
appropriate  state  legislatures; 

— Demonstrate  the  roles  and  skills  of 
professional  staff  in  the  day-to-day 
operations  of  a  legislature  and  the 
nature  of  their  interaction  with 
lawmakers; 

— Analyze  the  relationship  between 
partisan  politics  and  the  professional 
responsibilities  of  legislative  staff; 

— Develop  workshops  and  appropriate 
instructional  material  designed  to 
evaluate  the  needs  of  African  legislators 
and  professional  aides  in  improving  the 
legislative  process; 

— ^Develop  strategies  for  improving 
management  of  ardhives,  legislative 
records  and  other  official 
documentation; 

— Develop  methods  for  training 
Afiican  professional  legislative  staff  in 
the  specialized  skills  necessary  to  do 
their  jobs  well; 

— Devise  strategies  to  facilitate  access 
to  reference  materials  and  other 
appropriate  information  about  the 
structure  end  functioning  of  the  U.S. 
Congress,  state  legislatures  and  other 
democratic  institutions,  and 

— ^Lay  the  groundwork  for 
collaboration  between  the  professional 
support  services  for  U.S.  legislatures 


and  counterpart  services  of  African 
legislatures. 

Participants 

In  the  francophone  program,  one 
phase  in  the  U.S.  should  be  designed  for 
up  to  12  legislative  staff  from  Rwanda, 
Congo,  Cameroon,  Mali  and  Benin.  In 
the  anglophone  program,  one  phase  in 
the  U.S.  should  be  designed  for  up  to  12 
legislative  staff  from  Ghana,  Kenya, 
Namibia,  Zambia  and  Zimbabwe. 
Participants  should  have  professional 
responsibilities  related  to  the  operation 
of  national  legislature.  USIS 
personnel  overseas  will  select  the 
African  participants,  although 
recommendations  from  the  grantee 
institution  are  welcome.  USIS  offices 
will  facilitate  the  issuance  of  visas  and 
can  also  help  with  the  distribution  of 
program-related  materials  to  African 
participants.  For  the  francophone 
program,  two  U.S.  State  Department 
interpreters  and  one  escort  officer  will 
be  available  for  a  U.S.  study  tour.  For 
the  program  phases  in  Africa,  the 
grantee  institution  will  select  the 
American  presenters  in  consultation 
with  USIA.  Presenters  conducting 
activities  in  francophone  Africa  should 
be  French-fluent. 

Programming  Suggestions 

Pursuant  to  the  legislation  authorizing 
the  USIA  Bureau  of  Educational  and 
Cultural  Affairs,  all  programs  sponsored 
by  that  Bureau  must  be  balanced  and 
non-partisan  in  nature  and 
representative  of  the  diversity  of 
American  political,  social  and  cultural 
life. 

USIA  is  interested  in  multi-phase 
programs  in  which  the  phases  build  on 
one  another  and  include  such 
programming  elements  as  workshops  or 
seminars  overseas  led  by  American 
experts,  a  study  tour  in  the  U.S.  for 
selected  African  participants,  U.S.-based 
internships,  and  specialized  American 
consultancies  overseas.  For  each 
program,  a  planning  visit  overseas  by 
the  American  organizer  can  also  be 
considered  if  crucial  to  successful 
development  and  implementation  of  the 
program.  U.S.-based  internships  often 
work  best  when  arranged  for  the  most 
promising  participants  in  earlier,  in¬ 
country  workshops.  Funding  from  USIA 
probably  will  not  be  sufficient  to 
support  all  these  programming  elements 
unless  supplemented  by  substantial  cost 
sharing  fr^m  other  sources.  It  is  the 
applicant’s  responsibility  to  design  a 
coherent  and  cost  effective  program 
proposal  which  addresses  objectives 
delineated  in  this  announcement  and 
contains  a  funding  request  which  does 


not  exceed  cost  limitations  noted  below 
in  the  Funding  section. 

Each  of  the  two  proposed  projects 
described  herein  should  include  at  least 
one  phase  for  Afiican  participants  in  the 
U.S.  and  at  least  one  phase  for  American 
specialists  in  Africa.  The  following 
comments  should  serve  not  as  a 
blueprint,  but  as  a  stimulus  for 
development  of  an  original  program  . 
design. 

Each  project  should  include  formats 
which  maximize  interaction  between 
the  delegates  and  the  speakers/ 
presenters.  The  program  design  should 
provide  adequate  time  for  delegates  to 
meet  individually  with  American 
professionals  who  have  similar  interests 
and  specializations.  It  is  preferred, 
though  not  essential,  that  presenters  be 
familiar  with  issues  pertaining  to  the 
political  process  in  the  participating 
Afiican  countries. 

Each  two-way  exchange  program 
should  introduce  participants  to  the 
responsibilities  and  skills  of  various 
professional  staff  in  conducting  the 
business  of  a  legislature  and  should 
highlight  the  non-partisan  nature  of 
their  roles. 

U.S.  Study  Tour  Phase 

The  U.S.  study  tour  (approximately  3 
weeks)  could  begin  with  an  introduction 
to  the  U.S.  Congress  and  its  relationship 
to  the  other  branches  of  the  national 
government.  However,  the  program 
should  focus  most  heavily  on  one  or 
more  state  legislatures  whose  scope  and 
structure  offer  comparisons  relevant  to 
Afiican  legislative  bodies.  Participants 
would  learn  about  the  professional 
doUes  of  various  legislative  aides  and 
staff  of  support  organizations  including 
counsels,  researchers,  analysts, 
archivists,  clerks  and  administrators. 

Participants  might  also  benefit  from 
observing  the  activities  of  lawmakers’ 
personal  staff  who  perform  functions 
from  constituent  services  to  media 
relations  and  committee  staff  who  assist 
in  setting  agendas,  organizing  hearings 
and  drafting  legislation.  Activities 
should  stress  the  importance  of 
professionalism  in  enhancing  the  long¬ 
term  institutional  viability  of  the 
legislature  and  consider  the  impact  of 
partisan  politics  on  the  professional 
staffs  pursuit  of  its  responsibilities. 

Participants  also  should  study  a 
variety  of  archival  materials  and  their 
usage  in  supporting  the  legislative 
process  and  establishing  the  official 
record.  Activities  should  help  guide 
efforts  to  formulate  appropriate 
strategies  for  handling  archival 
materials  in  the  participants’  home 
countries. 
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Each  program  might  also  study  media- 
related  issues  and  examine  liaison 
mechanisms  which  facilitate 
commimication  between  the  legislature 
tmd  the  executive  branch. 

Phase  in  Africa 

It  is  recommended  that  the  grantee 
institution  organize  a  series  of 
workshops  to  be  conducted  in  the 
participating  Afncan  coimtries.  The 
workshops  would  bring  together 
legislators  and  legislative  staff  to 
develop  strategies  aimed  at 
strengthening  the  institutional 
capabilities  of  the  legislature.  This 
might  include  creating  new  staffing 
patterns,  improving  communication 
techniques  or  revising  job 
responsibilities.  The  U.S.  presenters 
would  examine  existing  archives  and 
advise  participants  on  developing 
appropriate  archiving  systems.  In 
francophone  Africa,  &ei  U.S.  presenters 
would  conduct  activities  in  French. 

The  themes,  objectives  and  design  of 
the  activities  in  Africa  would  most 
likely  be  based  on  discussions  with 
participants  during  the  course  of  the 
U.S.-based  phase  and  through 
consultations  with  E/P  and  USIS  posts. 

Each  multi-phased  exchange  program 
should  promote  development  of 
institutional  linkages  designed  to 
advance  the  study  of  the  legislative 
process.  E/P  encourages  applicant 
institutions  to  consider  strategies  to 
facilitate  access  to  information  resources 
focusing  on  democratic  institution 
building.  This  material  might  include 
reference  books,  periodicals, 
bibliographies,  handbooks  for  elected 
representatives  and  lists  of 
organizations  that  could  offer  assistance. 

Program  Responsibilities 

For  each  program,  the  grantee 
institution’s  responsibilities  include: 
Selecting  speakers,  themes  and  topics 
for  discussion;  organizing  a  coherent 
progression  of  activities;  orienting  and 
debriefing  participants;  providing  any 
support  materials;  providing  all  travel 
arrangements,  lodging  and  other 
logistical  arrangements  for  the  African 
participants,  escort  interpreters  and  U.S. 
presenters  who  travel  to  Africa;  and 
overseeing  the  project  on  a  daily  basis 
to  achieve  maximum  program 
effectiveness.  The  grantee  institution  is 
responsible  for  coordinating  plans  and 
implementation  with  E/P,  participating 
USIS  posts,  and  any  African  co-host 
institutions. 

At  the  start  of  each  program,  the 
grantee  institution  will  conduct  an 
orientation  session  for  the  delegation.  At 
the  conclusion,  the  institution  will 
conduct  ^participant  evaluations  and 


submit  to  E/P  a  final  program  report 
summarizing  the  entire  project  and 
resulting  organizational  links.  To 
prepare  the  participants  for  their  U.S. 
experience,  E/P  encourages  the  grantee 
organization  to  forward  to  participants  a 
set  of  preliminary  materials  outlining 
the  basic  principles  of  representative 
government,  the  role  of  professional 
legislative  staff  and  other  appropriate 
background  information.  E/P  will  ask 
Afncan  participants  to  prepare  brief 
outlines  describing  their  own  particular 
interests  in  these  areas.  The  grantee 
institution  should  brief  the  American 
presenters  on  the  African  delegates’ 
backgrounds,  interests  and  concerns. 

Funding 

Competition  for  USIA  funding 
support  is  keen.  Selection  of  a  grantee 
institution  is  based  on  the  substantive 
nature  of  the  program  proposal;  the 
applicant’s  professional  capability  to 
carry  the  program  through  to  a 
successful  conclusion;  and  cost 
effectiveness,  including  in-kind 
contributions  and  the  ability  to  keep 
overhead  costs  at  a  minimum.  USIA  will 
consider  funding  up  to  $160,000  for  the 
francophone  program  and  up  to 
$145,000  for  the  anglophone  program, 
but  organizations  with  less  than  four 
years  of  successful  experience  in 
managing  international  exchange 
programs  are  limited  to  $60,000,  and 
their  budget  submission  should 
correspond  to  this  limitation.  Any 
proposal  whose  funding  request  to  USIA 
exceeds  these  limits  will  be  considered 
technically  ineligible.  Grant  applicants 
may  submit  a  proposal  to  manage  both 
the  francophone  and  the.  anglophone 
programs,  or  may  submit  a  proposal  to 
develop  only  one  of  these  programs.  If 
submitting  a  proposal  for  both 
programs,  the  applicant  should  be 
careful  to  avoid  duplication  of  costs. 

USIA  will  consider  funding  the 
following  costs: 

1.  International  and  domestic  air 
fares;  visas;  transit  costs  (e.g.,  airport 
fees);  ground  transportation  costs; 

2.  Per  diem:  (A)  In  the  United  States: 
For  foreign  participants,  organizations 
have  the  option  of  using  a  flat  rate  of 
$140/day  for  U.S.  domestic  i>er  diem  or 
the  published  Federal  Travel 
Regulations  per  diem  rates  for 
individual  American  cities.  (Note: 
Accompanying  staff  must  use  the 
published  Federal  per  diem  rates,  not 
the  flat  rate.) 

(B)  In  Africa: 

The  maximum  per  diem  allowances 
for  travel  in  foreign  areas,  established  by 
the  U.S.  Department  of  State,  applies  to 
all  U.S.  presenters. 


3.  Escort-interpreters:  Interpretation 
for  U.S.-based  programs  is  provided  by 
the  State  Department’s  Language 
Services  Division.  USIA  grants  do  not 
pay  for  foreign  interpreters  to 
accompany  delegations  during  travel  to 
or  from  their  home  coimtry.  Grant 
propo4hl  budgets  should  contain  a  flat 
$140/day  per  diem  rate  for  each  State 
Department  interpreter,  as  well  as 
home-program-home  air  transportation 
of  $400  per  interpreter  and  any  U.S. 
travel  expenses  auring  the  program 
itself.  Salary  expenses  are  covered 
centrally  and  are  not  part  of  the 
applicant’s  budget  proposal.  Interpreters 
should  only  be  includ^  in  the 
francophone  program.  Interpreters  are 
not  available  for  U.S.-based  internship 
activities. 

4.  Book  and  cultiual  allowances: 
Participants  are  entitled  to  a  one-time 
book  allowance  of  $50  plus  a  cultural 
allowance  of  $150  per  person  during 
programs  taking  place  in  the  United 
States.  U.S.  staff  do  not  receive  these 
benefits.  Escort  interpreters  are 
reimbursed  for  cultural  expenses 
incurred  while  escorting. 

5.  Consultants:  Consultants  may  be 
used  to  provide  specialized  expertise  or 
to  make  presentations.  Honoraria 
generally  should  not  exceed  $250/day. 
Subcontracting  organizations  may  also 
be  used,  in  which  case  the  Mrritten 
contract(s)  should  be  included  in  the 
proposal. 

6.  Materials  development:  Proposals 
may  contain  costs  to  purchase,  develop 
and  translate  materials  for  participants. 

7.  Room  rentals,  which  generally 
should  not  exceed  $250/day. 

8.  One  working  meal  per  project,  for 
which  per  capita  costs  may  not  exceed 
$15-$20  for  a  lunch  or  $20-$30  for  a 
dinner.  The  ratio  of  invited  guests  to 
project  participants  may  not  exceed  two 
to  one.  These  costs  include  room  rental, 
where  applicable. 

9.  Administrative  costs:  USIA-funded 
administrative  costs  are  limited  to 
twenty-two  (22%)  per  cent  of  the  total 
funds  requested  from  USIA. 
Administrative  costs  are  defined  as 
salaries,  benefits  and  other  direct  and 
indirect  costs  incurred  in  the  United 
States  (see  the  Application  Package  for 
details).  Important  note  for  universities: 
The  USIA  Bureau  of  Educational  and 
Cultural  Affairs  defines  American 
faculty  salaries  as  an  administrative 
expense,  regardless  of  how  the  faculty 
time  is  to  be  used. 

10.  A  return  travel  allowance  of 
$70.00  for  each  participant  which  is  to 
be  used  for  incidental  expenditures 
incurred  during  international  travel. 

All  delegates  will  be  covered  under 
the  terms  of  a  USLA-sponsored  health 
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insurance  policy.  The  premium  is  paid 
by  USIA  dhectly  to  the  insmence 
company,  , 

Application  Reqniranenta 

Proposals  must  be  structured  in 
accordbnce  %nth  the  instructions  ^ 
contained  in  the  Application  Package. 
Supporting  letters  horn  U.S.  and/or 
foreign  co-sponsors  will  enhance  a 
proposal.  Because  this  is  a  competitive 
solicitation,  representatives  of  tiie  Office 
of  Citizen  ^change  can  only  respond  to 
technical  questions. 

Review  Proceaa 

USIA  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  all 
proposals  and  will  review  them  for 
technical  ehgibility.  Proposals  will  be 
deemed  ineligible  if  they  do  not  fiilly 
adhere  to  the  guidelines  established 
herein  and  in  the  Application  Package. 

Eligible  proposals  will  be  forwarded 
to  panels  USIA  officers  for  advisory 
review.  Proposals  will  be  reviewed  by 
USIS  posts  and  by  USIA’s  Office  of 
Afncan  Affairs.  Proposals  may  also  be 
reviewed  by  the  Office  of  the  General 
Counsel  or  other  Agency  offices. 
Funding  decisions  are  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Associate  Director  for  Educational 
and  Cultural  Afiairs.  Final  technical 
authority  for  grant  awards  resides  with 
USLA’s  contracting  officer.  The  award  of 
any  grant  is  subject  to  availability  of 
funds. 

The  U.S.  Government  reserves  the 
right  to  reject  any  or  all  applications 
received.  USIA  will  not  pay  for  design 
and  development  costs  associated  with 
submitting  a  proposal.  Applications  are 
submitted  at  the  risk  of  the  applicant: 
should  circumstances  prevent  award  of 
a  grant,  all  preparation  and  submission 
costs  are  at  the  applicant’s  expense. 
USIA  will  not  award  funds  for  activities 
conducted  prior  to  the  actual  grant 
award. 

Review  Criteria 

USIA  will  consider  proposals  based 
on  the  following  criteria: 

1.  Quality  of  Program  Idea 

Proposals  should  exhibit  originality, 
substance,  rigor,  and  relevance  to  the 
Agency  mission.  They  should 
demonstrate  the  matching  of  U.S. 
resources  to  a  clearly  defined  need. 

2.  Institutional  Reputation  and  Ability 

Applicant  institutions  should 
demonstrate  their  potential  for 
excellence  in  program  design  and 
implementation  and/or  provide 
documentation  of  successful  programs. 
If  an  applicant  is  a  (Movious  USIA  grant 
recipient,  responsible  fiscal 
n'.anagement  and  full  compliance  with 


all  reporting  requirements  for  past 
Agency  grants  as  determined  by  USIA’s 
Office  of  Contracts  will  be  considered. 
Relevant  substantive  evaluations  of 
previous  projects  may  also  be 
considered  in  this  assessment. 

3.  Project  Personnel 

'The  thematic  and  logistical  expertise 
of  project  personnel  should  be  relevant 
to  the  proposed  program.  Resumes  or 
C.V.S  should  be  siunmaries  which  are 
relevant  to  the  specific  proposal  and  no 
longer  than  two  pages  each. 

4.  Project  Planning 

A  detailed  agenda  and  relevant  work 
plan  should  demonstrate  substantive 
rigor  and  logistical  capacity. 

5.  Thematic  Expertise 

Proposal  should  demonstrate  the 
organization’s  expertise  in  the  subject 
area  which  promises  an  efiective 
sharing  of  information. 

6.  Cross-Cultural  Sensitivity  and  Area 
Expertise 

Evidence  should  be  provided  of 
sensitivity  to  historical,  linguistic, 
religious,  and  other  cross-cultural 
factors,  as  well  as  relevant  knowledge  of 
the  target  geographic  area/country. 

7.  Ability  to  Achieve  Program  Objectives 

Objectives  should  be  realistic  and 
feasible.  The  proposal  should  clearly 
demonstrate  how  the  grantee  institution 
will  meet  program  objectives. 

8.  Multiplier  Effect 

Proposed  programs  should  strengthen 
long-term  mutual  understanding  and 
contribute  to  maximum  sharing  of 
information  and  establishment  of  long¬ 
term  institutional  and  individual  ties. 

9.  Cost-Effectiveness 

Overhead  and  direct  administrative 
costs  to  USIA  should  be  kept  as  low  as 
possible.  All  other  items  proposed  for 
USIA  funding  should  be  necessary  and 
appropriate  to  achieve  the  program’s 
objectives. 

10.  Cost-Sharing 

Proposals  should  maximize  cost¬ 
sharing  through  other  private  sector 
support  as  well  as  direct  funding 
contributions  and/or  in-kind  support 
from  the  prospective  grantee  institution 
and  its  partners. 

11.  Follow-on  Activities 

Proposals  should  provide  a  plan  for 
continued  exchange  activity  (without 
USIA  support)  which  ensures  that 
USIA-supported  programs  are  not 
isolated  events. 


- -  5 

12.  Project  Evaluation 

Proposals  should  include  a  plan  to 
evaluate  the  activity’s  success.  USIA 
recommends  that  the  proposal  include  a 
draft  survey  questionnaire  or  other 
technique  plus  description  of  a 
methodology  to  use  to  link  outcomes  to 
original  project  objectives.  Grantees  will 
be  expected  to  submit  intermediate 
reports  after  each  project  component  is 
concluded  or  quarterly,  whichever  is 
less  frequent. 

Notice 

'The  terms  and  conditions  published 
in  this  RFP  are  binding  and  may  not  be 
modified  by  any  USIA  representative. 
Explanatory  information  provided  by 
the  Agency  which  contradicts  published 
language  will  not  be  binding. 

Issuance  of  the  RFP  does  not 
constitute  an  award  commitment  on  the 
part  of  the  U.S.  Government.  Awards 
cannot  be  made  until  funds  have  been 
fully  appropriated  by  Congress  and 
allocated  and  committed  through 
internal  USIA  procedures. 

Notification 

All  applicants  wilt  be  notified  of  the 
results  of  the  review  process  on  or  about 
July  21, 1993.  Awarded  grants  will  be 
subject  to  periodic  reporting  and 
evaluation  requirements. 

Dated:  February  26, 1993. 

John  Garner, 

Acting  Associate  Director,  Bureau  of 
Educational  and  Cultural  Affairs. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4918  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

BiLUNO  cooE  laafr-oi-ai 


DEPARTMENT  OF  VETERANS 
AFFAIRS 

Information  Collection  Under  OMB 
Review 

AGENCY:  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs. 
ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  The  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs  has  submitted  to  OMB  the 
following  proposal  for  the  collection  of 
information  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Paperworic  Reduction  Act  (44  U.S.C. 
chapter  35).  Hiis  document  lists  the 
following  information:  (1)  The  title  of 
the  information  collection,  and  the 
Department  form  number(s),  if 
applicable;  (2)  a  description  of  the  need 
and  its  use;  (3)  who  will  be  required  or 
asked  to  respond;  (4)  an  estimate  of  the 
total  annual  reporting  hours,  and 
recordkeeping  burden,  if  applicable;  (5) 
the  estimated  average  burden  hours  per 
respondent;  (6)  the  frequency  of 
response;  and  (7)  an  estimated  number 
of  respondents.  • 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  58.  No.  41  /  Thursday,  March  4,  1993  /  Notices 


12449 


ADDRESSES:  Copies  of  the  proposed 
information  collection  and  supporting 
documents  may  be  obtained  from  Ann 
Bickoff,  Veterans  Health  Administration 
(161B3),  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs, 
810  Vermont  Avenue,  NW., 

Washington.  DC  20420  (202)  535-7407. 

Comments  and  questions  about  the 
items  on  the  list  should  be  directed  to 
VA’s  OMB  Desk  Officer,  Joseph  Lackey, 
NEOB,  room  3002,  Washington,  DC 
20503,  (202)  395-7316.  Do  not  send 
requests  for  benefits  to  this  address. 
DATES:  Comments  on  the  information 
collection  should  be  directed  to  the 
OMB  Desk  Officer  on  or  before  April  5, 
1993. 

Dated:  February  24, 1993. 

By  direction  of  the  Secretary 
Frank  E.  Lalley, 

Associate  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Information,  Resources,  Policies  and 
Oversight. 

Reinstatement 

1.  Agent  Orange  Registry  Code  Sheet, 
VA  Form  10-9009. 

2.  The  form  is  used  to  gather  all  the 
necessary  information  for  entry  into  the 
Agency  Orange  Registry.  The 
information  is  obtained  through  a 
personal  interview  process  during  the 
physical  examination. 

3.  Individuals  or  households. 

4.  3,000  hours. 

5. 15  Minutes. 

6.  Non-recurring. 

7. 12,000  respondents. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4922  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am) 
BH.UNG  cooc  uan-ai-M 

Summary  of  Precedent  Opinions  of  the 
General  Counsel. 

1 

AGENCY:  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs. 
ACTION:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  The  Department  of  Veterans 
Affairs  (VA)  is  publishing  a  summary  of 
legal  interpretations  issued  by  the 
Department’s  General  Counsel  involving 
veterans’  benefits  under  laws 
administered  by  VA.  These 
interpretations  are  considered 
precedential  by  VA  and  will  be  followed 
by  VA  officials  and  employees  in  future 
claim  matters.  It  is  being  published  to 
provide  the  public,  and,  in  particular, 
veterems’  benefit  claimants  and  their 
representatives,  with  notice  of  VA’s 
interpretation  regarding  the  legal  matter 
at  issue. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Jane  L.  Lehman,  Chief,  Law  Library, 
Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  810 
Vermont  Avenue,  NW.,  Washington.  DC 
20420,  (202)  523-3826. 


SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  VA 
regulations  at  38  CFR  12.6(e)(9)  and 
14.507  authorize  the  Department’s 
General  Counsel  to  issue  written  legal 
opinions  having  precedential  efiect  in 
adjudications  and  appeals  involving 
veterans’  benefits  under  laws 
administered  by  VA.  The  General 
Counsel’s  interpretations  on  legal 
matters,  contained  in  such  opinions,  are 
conclusive  as  to  all  VA  officials  and 
employees  not  only  in  the  matter  at 
issue  but  also  in  future  adjudications 
and  appeals,  in  the  absence  of  a  change 
in  controlling  statute  or  regulation  or  a 
superseding  written  legal  opinion  of  the 
General  Counsel. 

VA  publishes  summaries  of  such 
opinions  in  order  to  provide  the  public 
with  notice  of  those  interpretations  of 
the  General  Coimsel  which  must  be 
followed  in  future  benefit  matters  and  to 
assist  veterans’  benefit  claimants  and 
their  representatives  in  the  prosecution 
of  benefit  claims.  The  full  text  of  such 
opinions,  with  personal  identifiers 
deleted,  may  be  obtained  by  contacting 
the  VA  official  named  above. 

O.G.C  Precedent  Opinion  19-92 
Questions  Presented 

1.  In  the  event  of  a  readjustment  in 
the  rating  schedule,  does  section  103  of 
the  Veterans’  Benefits  Programs 
Improvement  Act  of  1991,  Public  Law 
No.  102-86, 105  Stat.  414-415  (1991) 
prohibit  any  reduction  in  the  evaluation 
assigned  to  a  service-connected 
disability  unless  new  medical  evidence 
supports  a  reduction  of  the  rating  under 
the  superseded  rating  criteria? 

2.  Does  the  protection  afforded  by 
section  103  extend  to  minimum  ratings 
that  have  been  eliminated  by  a 
readjustment  of  the  rating  schedule? 
’This  question  was  illustrated  by  the 
following  hypothetical  situation:  A 
veteran  is  receiving  a  minimum  10 
percent  rating  under  38  CFR  part  4, 
Diagnostic  Code  7528  for  residuals  of  a 
malignancy  of  the  genitourinary  system. 
After  the  minimum  rating  is  eliminated 
by  a  readjustment  of  the  rating  schedule, 
the  veteran  suffers  a  recurrence  of 
cancer  and  is  assigned  a  100  percent 
evaluation  for  the  allowable  period 
under  the  new  rating  criteria.  If  as  a 
result  of  treatment  the  cancer  again 
disappears  completely  leaving  no 
residuals,  may  a  noncompensable 
evaluation  be  assigned  under  the  new 
rating  criteria  or  must  the  10  percent 
minimum  evaluation  be  assigned  under 
the  superseded  criteria? 

3.  Dms  section  103  permit,  in  a  case 
where  a  veteran  has  a  combined 
disability  evaluation,  the  reduction  of 
individual  evaluations  by  reason  of  new 


rating  criteria  rather  than  an 
improvement  in  the  veteran’s  disability 
as  long  61S  the  combined  evaluation,  and 
hence,  the  total  monetary  benefit  is  not 
reduced? 

4.  In  the  event  of  legislative  changes 
to  those  provisions  of  38  U.S.C.  1114 
which  prescribe  the  circumstances 
under  which  special  monthly 
compensation  is  payable,  would  the 
protection  afforded  by  section  103 
extend  to  veterans  who  are  no  longer 
entitled  to  payment  of  special  monthly 
compensation  by  reason  of  changed 
criteria  rather  than  an  improvement  in 
their  disabilities? 

Held 

1.  Section  103  of  the  Veterans’ 

Benefits  Programs  Improvement  Act  of 
1991,  Public  Law  No.  102-86, 105  Stat. 
414—415  (1991)  requires  that  when 
evaluating  service-connected 
disabilities,  adjudicators  consider  both 
the  old  and  the  new  rating  criteria  and 
apply  the  new  criteria  when  an 
improvement  in  a  disability  sufficient  to 
warrant  a  reduction  under  the  old 
criteria  occurs. 

2.  The  protection  afibrded  by  section 
103  of  the  Veterans’  Benefits  Ingrams 
Improvement  Act  of  1991,  Public  Law 
No.  102-86, 105  Stat.  414-415  (1991) 
applies  only  to  ratings  in  efiect  when  an 
adjustment  in  the  rating  schedule 
occurs.  Hence,  if  a  veteran  is  receiving 

a  minimum  10  percent  rating  under  38 
CFR  part  4,  Diagnostic  Code  7528  for 
residuals  of  a  malignancy  of  the 
genitourinary  system  when  the 
minimum  rating  is  eliminated  by  a 
readjustment  of  the  rating  schedule  and 
he  or  she  subsequently  sufiers  a 
recurrence  of  cancer  and  is  assigned  a 
100  percent  evaluation  for  the  allowable 
period  luider  the  new  rating  criteria, 
should  the  cancer  again  disappear 
completely  leaving  no  residuals,  a 
noncompensable  evaluation  under  the 
new  rating  criteria  should  be  assigned. 

3.  Even  if  a  combined  evaluation,  and 
hence,  the  total  monetary  benefit 
payable  for  all  service-connected 
disabilities  is  not  reduced,  section  103 
of  the  Veterans’  Benefits  Programs 
Improvement  Act  of  1991,  Public  Law 
No.  102-86, 105  Stat.  414-415  (1991) 
does  not  authorize  the  reduction  of 
individual  disability  ratings  under  new 
rating  criteria  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
of  improvement  in  a  veteran’s  disability. 

4.  In  the  event  of  legislative  changes 
to  those  provisions  of  38  U.S.C  1114 
which  prescribe  the  circumstances 
under  which  special  monthly 
compensation  is  payable,  the  language 
and,  if  necessary,  the  legislative  history 
of  such  legislative  changes  will 
determine  whether  Congress  intends  to 
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preclude  reductions  in  the  rates  of 
special  monthly  compensation  solely  by 
reason  of  the  changed  criteria. 

Effective  date:  September  29, 1992. 

O.G.C  Precedent  Opinion  20-92 
Questions  Presented 

a.  Is  the  clothing  allowance 
authorized  by  38  U.S.C.  1162  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  38  U.S.C  5313,  which 
limit  the  payment  of  certain  benefits  to 
veterans  incarcerated  for  conviction  of  a 
felony? 

b.  If  not,  would  the  Secretary  have 
other  authority  to  similarly  limit 
payment  of  the  clothing  allowance  to 
incarcerated  veterans? 

Held 

Section  5313  of  title  38  U.S.  Oxle, 
which  operates  to  restrict  entitlement  to 
disability  and  death  compensation  and 
dependency  and  indemnity 
compensation,  does  not  restrict 
entitlement  to  the  clothing  allowance 
payable  under  38  U.S.C.  1162,  and  VA 
is  not  otherwise  authorized  to  restrict 
entitlement  to  the  clothing  allowance  on 
the  basis  of  incarceration. 

Effective  date:  October  13, 1992. 

O.G.C.  Precedent  (pinion  21-92 
Question  Presented 

Is  the  burial  allowance  authorized  by 
38  U.S.C  2302  payable  on  behalf  of  an 
incompetent  veteran  whose 
compensation  payments  were  in 
suspension  at  the  time  of  the  veteran’s 
death  pursuant  to  section  8001  of  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1990,  Public  Law  No.  101-508, 104  Stat. 
1388, 1388-341,  because  the  value  of 
his  or  her  estate  exceeded  $25,000? 

Held 

A  veteran  whose  compensation 
payments  were  in  suspension  at  the 
time  of  his  or  her  death  pursuant  to 
section  8001  of  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1990,  Public  Law 
No.  101-508, 104  Stat.  1388, 1388-341 
(1990),  which  generally  prohibits 
payment  of  compensation  to  an 
incompetent  veteran  having  no  spouse, 
child,  or  dependent  parent  and  having 
an  estate  in  excess  of  $25,000  (exclusive 
of  the  value  of  the  veteran’s  home),  was 
not  in  receipt  of  compensation  for 
purposes  of  determining  eligibility  for 
the  burial  allowance  authorized  by  38 
U.S.C  2302. 

Effective  date:  October  13, 1992. 
O.G.C  Precedent  Opinion  22-92 
Question  Presented 

Does  38  U.S.C  5122  require  payment 
of  amounts  represented  by  uncashed  VA 


benefit  checks  to  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  beneficiary? 

Held 

Upon  death  of  a  veteran  who  has 
received  but  not  negotiated  VA  benefit 
checks,  VA  is  authorized  under  38 
U.S.C  5122  to  make  payment  of  the 
amount  represented  by  the  checks  to  the 
classes  of  persons  designated  in  38 
U.S.C.  5121(a),  generally,  the  surviving 
spouse,  child,  or  dependent  parent,  or 
the  person  bearing  the  expense  of  the 
veteran’s  last  siclmess  and  burial.  Under 
section  5122,  any  sum  not  paid  in  that 
manner  is  to  be  distributed  to  the  estate 
of  the  payee  after  settlement  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  provided 
that  the  amount  to  be  distributed  will 
not  escheat. 

Effective  date:  November  4, 1992. 
O.G.C  Precedent  Opinion  23-92 
Question  Presented 

Is  payment  of  the  greater  aid-and- 
attendance  allowance,  provided  under 
38  U.S.C.  1114(r)(2)  for  veterans  in  need 
of  a  higher  level  of  care,  authorized 
where  a  veteran  is  receiving  residential 
or  nursing-home  care  in  an  institution  at 
the  veteran’s  own  expense? 

Held 

The  greater  aid-and-attendance 
allowance,  provided  imder  38  U.S.C 
1114(r)(2)  for  veterans  in  need  of  a 
higher  level  of  care,  may  be  paid  where 
an  otherwise  eligible  veteran  is 
receiving  residential  or  nursing-home 
care  in  an  institution  at  the  veteran’s 
own  expense. 

Effective  date:  November  12, 1992. 
O.G.C  Precedent  Opinion  24-92 
Question  Presented 
May  discount  points  paid  by  the 
veteran  on  an  interest-rate-reduction 
refinancing  loan  (IRRRL)  be  included  in 
the  loan  amount  if  the  Secretary  elects 
to  permit  negotiated  interest  rates 
pursuant  to  38  U.S.C.  3703(c)(4)(A)(i)? 

Held 

Veterans  may  not  finance  discount 
points  on  VA  guaranteed  interest-rate- 
reduction  refinancing  loans  so  long  as 
the  interest  rate  on  VA  loans  is 
negotiated  between  the  veteran  and  the 
lender  pursuant  to  38  U.S.C. 
3703(c)(4)(A)(i). 

Effective  date:  November  19, 1992. 
O.G.C  Precedent  Opinion  25-92 
Question  Presented 

Does  the  increase  in  the  maximum 
amount  of  Servicemen’s  Group  Life 
Insurance  (SGLI)  from  $50,000  to 
$100,000  provided  by  section  336  of  the 


Persian  Gulf  Conflict  Supplemental 
Authorization  and  Personnel  Benefits 
Act  of  1991,  Public  Law  No.  102-25, 

105  Stat.  75  (Act),  which  became 
effective  on  April  6, 1991,  apply  to  all 
SGLI  insureds  who  died  on  or  after  the 
effective  date  of  the  Act  regardless  of  the 
date  of  separation  or  release  fitim 
military  service? 

Held 

The  language  of  section  336(c)  of 
Public  Law  102-25  is  clear  on  its  face 
that  the  increase  in  maximum  SGLI 
benefits  should  apply  to  "deaths  on  or 
after  the  date  of  enactment’’  of  the  Act. 
The  legislative  history  of  Public  Law 
102-25  does  not  indicate  the  Congress 
intended  to  limit  the  higher  coverage  to 
those  members  separated  or  released  on 
or  after  April  6, 1991.  We  conclude, 
therefore,  that  the  increase  in  SGLI 
benefits  applies  to  deaths  of  SGLI 
insureds  which  occurred  on  or  after 
April  6, 1991,  the  date  of  enactment  of 
Public  Law  102-25. 

Effective  date:  November  16, 1992. 

O.G.C  Precedent  Opinion  26-92 
Questions  Presented 

1.  Would  the  filing  of  a  motion  for 
reconsideration  with  the  Court  of 
Veterans  Appeals  (CVA)  stay  the 
precedentid  effect  of  the  court’s 
decision  in  Fluhartyv.  Derwinski,  U.S. 
Vet.  App.  No.  90-676  (April  3, 1992),  as 
to  other  cases?  That  is,  if  a  motion  for 
reconsideration  is  filed,  would  the 
Board  of  Veterans’  Appeals  (BVA)  be 
bound  to  apply  the  reasoning  in 
Fluharty  to  cases  currently  under  active 
consideration  |}ending  the  court’s  ruling 
on  the  motion  for  reconsideration? 

2.  Is  the  court’s  statement  concerning 
the  applicability  of  Manio  v.  Derwinski, 
1  Vet.  App.  140  (1991),  and  Colvin  v. 
Derwinski,  1  Vet.  App.  171  (1991),  to 
claims  for  increased  ratings  and  total 
ratings  determinative  of  the  court’s 
holding  in  Fluharty,  or  is  it  dicta?  That 
is,  is  the  Board  required  to  apply  38 
U.S.C.  5108  to  cases  involving  claims 
for  increased  and  total  ratings  on  the 
basis  of  Fluharty? 

Held 

1.  The  filing  of  a  motion  for 
reconsideration  with  the  Court  of 
Veterans  Appeals  does  not  stay  the 
precedential  efiect  of  the  court’s 
decision  as  to  other  cases.  Therefore, 
BVA  is  bound  to  apply  the  court’s 
decision  in  similar  cases  pending  the 
court’s  ruling  on  the  motion  for 
reconsideration  if  it  chooses  to 
adjudicate  such  cases  before  the  court 
rules  on  the  motion. 

2.  The  court’s  statement,  applying 
Manio  and  Colvin  in  Fluharty,  is  not 
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dicta.  However,  the  parameters  of  its 
statement  in  this  regard,  and  thus  its 
precedential  effect,  are  far  from  clear.  In 
Frank  Proscelle  v.  Derwinski,  2  Vet. 

App.  629  (1992),  the  court  subsequently 
ruled  that  section  5108  does  not  apply 
to  claims  that  disability  has  increased. 
Moreover,  because  in  FluhartyCVA 
gave  no  explanation  or  reason  for 
section  5108’s  application  to  individual 
unemployability  cases,  its  remaining 
application  to  even  those  cases  is 
luicertain.  Under  the  circumstances,  we 
do  not  believe  VA  is  bound  to  apply 
section  5108  to  any  claims  for  increased 
rating,  although  we  cannot  predict  with 
certainty  how  CVA  will  view  the  matter. 

Effective  date:  December  9, 1992. 

O.G.C  Precedent  (pinion  27-92 

Questions  Presented 

a.  Whether  the  attorney-fee  agreement 
ultimately  hied  in  this  case  is  legally 
sufhcient  to  require  the  Department  of 
Veterans  Affairs  (VA)  to  make  payment 
out  of  past-due  benefits? 

b.  If  the  fee  agreement  is  sufficient,  is 
VA  legally  obligated  to  pay  the  fee 
directly  to  the  attorney  when  no  past- 
due  benefits  are  payable  due  to  the  fact 
that  VA  has  already  paid  the  complete 
amount  of  past-due  benefits  to  the 
claimant? 

Held 

a.  It  would  be  improper  for  the 
General  Counsel  to  rule  on  the 


sufficiency  of  a  particular  attorney-fee 
agreement  imder  38  U.S.C.  5904(c) 
since,  as  provided  therein.  Congress 
authorized  the  Board  of  Veterans' 
Appeals  (BVA)  to  review  fee  agreements 
and,  under  38  U.S.C.  7263(d),  vested  the 
Court  of  Veterans  Appeals  (CVA)  with 
the  authority  to  review  BVA 
determinations  regarding  attorneys’  fees. 
The  General  Counsel’s  role  in  such 
matters  is  properly  limited  to  advising 
BVA  on  matters  of  legal  interpretation. 

b.  The  United  States  is  immime  from 
claims  for  attorneys’  fees  absent  a 
waiver  of  sovereim  immunity.  The 
statute  which  auffiorizes  the  Secretary 
to  pay  attorney  fees  out  of  past-due 
benefits  does  not  waive  sovereign 
immunity,  and  expressly  prohibits  the 
withholding  of  benefits  payable  after  the 
date  of  the  decision  awarding  past-due 
benefits  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
attorney  fees.  Accordingly,  VA  has  no 
legal  authority  to  pay  attorney  fees 
when  payment  of  the  complete  amoimt 
of  past-due  benefits  has  bwn  made  to 
the  claimant. 

Effective:  December  9, 1992. 

C  Precedent  Opinirm  28-92 
Question  Presented 

Whether  the  term,  “pay  grade,’’  as 
used  in  the  determination  of  the 
veteran’s  pay  grade  under  38  U.S.C. 
1302(b)(1),  includes  the  higher  grade  of 
a  veteran  in  a  reserve  component,  where 
the  military  service  department  has 


certified  that  the  veteran  held  both  the 
rank  of  “staff  sergeant”  on  active  duty 
and  “major”  in  a  reserve  component 
when  the  veteran  was  released  from 
active  duty  under  conditions  other  than 
dishonorable? 

Held 

The  term,  “pay  grade,”  as  used  for 
purposes  of  determining  the  veteran’s 
pay  grade  imder  38  U.S.C.  1302(b)(1), 
does  not  include  the  higher  grade  of  a 
veteran  in  a  reserve  component,  where 
the  military  service  department  has 
certified  that  the  veteran  held  both  the 
rank  of  “staff  sergeant”  on  active  duty 
and  “major”  in  a  reserve  component 
when  the  veteran  was  released  from 
active  duty  under  conditions  other  than 
dishonorable. 

Effective  date:  December  23, 1992. 

By  direction  of  the  Secretary. 

Robert  E.  Coy, 

Acting  General  Counsel. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4959  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 
BHJJNG  CODE  t320-01-ll 
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COMMODITY  FUTURES  TRADING  COMMISSION 
TIME  AND  DATE:  11:00  a.m.,  Friday, 

March  5, 1993. 

PLACE:  2033  K  St..  NW.,  Washington, 

DC.  8th  Floor  Conference  Room. 

STATUS:  Closed. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED:  Surveillance 
Matters. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE  INFORMATION: 
Jean  A.  Webb,  254-6314. 

Jean  A.  Webb, 

Secretary  of  the  Commission. 

|FR  Doc.  93-5031  Filed  3-2-93;  10:42  ami 
8HJJNQ  CODE  eSSI-OI-M 


COMMODITY  FUTURES  TRADING  COMMISSION 
TIME  AND  DATE:  11:00  a.m.,  Friday, 

March  12. 1993. 

PLACE:  2033  K  St.,  NW.,  Washington, 

DC,  8th  Floor  Conference  Room. 

STATUS:  Closed. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED:  Surveillance 
Matters. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE  INFORMATION: 
Jean  A.  Webb.  254-6314. 

Jean  A.  Webb, 

Secretary  of  the  Commission. 

(FR  Doc.  93-5032  Filed  3-2-93;  10:42  am) 
BIUJNG  CODE  eSSI-OI-M 


COMMODITY  FUTURES  TRADING  COMMISSION 
TIME  AND  DATE:  11:00  a.m.,  Friday, 

March  19, 1993. 

PLACE:  2033  K  St.,  NW.,  Washington. 

DC,  8th  Floor  ([Conference  Room. 

STATUS:  Closed. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED:  Surveillance 
Matters. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE  INFORMATION: 
Jean  A.  Webb,  254-6314. 

Jean  A.  Webb, 

Secretary  of  the  Commission. 

(FR  Doc.  93-5033  Filed  3-2-93;  10:42  am] 
BajjNG  CODE  assi-oi-M 


COMMODITY  FUTURES  TRADING  COMMISSION 
TIME  AND  DATE:  11  a.m.,  Friday,  March 
26, 1993. 

PLACE:  2033  K  St.,  NW.,  Washington, 
DC,  8th  Floor  Conference  Room. 


STATUS:  Closed. 

MATTERS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED:  Surveillance 
Matters. 

CONTACT  PERSON  FOR  MORE  INFORMATION: 
Jean  A.  Webb,  254-6314. 

Jean  A.  Webb, 

Secretary  of  the  Commission. 

(FR  Doc.  93-5034  Filed  3-2-93;  8:45  am] 
BIUJNa  CODE  nsi-OI-M 


FEDERAL  DEPOSIT  INSURANCE 
CORPORATION 

Notice  of  Agency  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
“(kivemment  in  the  Sunshine  Act”  (5 
U.S.C.  552b(e)(2)),  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  at  10:06  a.m.  on  Tuesday, 
March  2, 1993,  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
(kirporation  met  in  closed  session  to 
consider  the  following: 

Reports  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General. 

Recommendation  concerning 
administrative  enforcement  proceedings. 

Application  for  consent  to  convert  deposits 
from  the  Bank  Insurance  Fund  to  the  Savings 
Association  Insurance  Fund. 

Request  for  a  waiver  of  the  cross-guaranty 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Act. 

Matters  relating  to  the  (Corporation’s 
corporate  activities. 

In  calling  the  meeting,  the  Board 
determined,  on  motion  of  Director 
Stephen  R.  Steinbrink  (Acting 
(Comptroller  of  the  Currency),  seconded 
by  Director  Jonathan  L.  Fiediter  (Acting 
Director,  Office  of  Thrift  Supervision), 
conctirred  in  by  Acting  (Chairman 
Andrew  C.  Hove,  Jr.,  that  Corporation 
business  required  its  consideration  of 
the  matters  on  less  than  seven  days’ 
notice  to  the  public;  that  no  earlier 
notice  of  the  meeting  was  practicable; 
that  the  public  interest  did  not  require 
consideration  of  the  matters  in  a 
meeting  open  to  public  observation;  and 
that  the  matters  could  be  considered  in 
a  closed  meeting  by  authority  of 
subsections  (c)(2),  (c)(4),  (c)(6),  (c)(8), 
(c)(9)(A)(ii),  and  (c)(9)(B)  of  the 
“Government  in  the  Sunshine  Act”  (5 
U.S.C.  552b(c)(2),  Cc)(4),  (c)(6),  (c)(8), 
(c)(9)(A)(ii),  and  (c)(9)(B)). 

The  meeting  was  held  in  the  Board 
Room  of  the  FDIC  Building  located  at 
550  17th  Street,  NW.,  Washington,  DC. 

Dated:  March  2, 1993. 


Federal  Deposit  Insurance  (Corporation. 
Robert  E.  Feldman, 

Deputy  Executive  Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.  93-5181  Filed  3-2-93;  3:33  pm] 
BIUINQ  CODE  <714-4-11 


FEDERAL  ELECTION  COMMISSION 
FEDERAL  REGISTER  NUMBER:  93-4560. 
PREVIOUSLY  ANNOUNCED  DATE  AND  TIME: 
Thursday,  March  4, 1993, 10:00  a.m. 
meeting  open  to  the  public. 

THE  FOLLOWING  ITEMS  WERE  ADDED  TO  THE 
AGENDA: 

Advisory  Opinion  1993-2:  Mr.  Robert  F. 
Bauer  on  behalf  of  the  Democratic 
Senatorial  Campaign  Committee. 
(Continued  from  the  meeting  of  February 
25, 1993). 

Voting  Age  Population  (VAP)  Figures  for  the 
1993  Texas  Senate  Special  Election. 
((Continued  from  the  meeting  of  February 
25, 1993). 

DATE  AND  TIME:  Tuesday,  March  9, 1993 
at  10:00  a.m. 

PLACE:  999  E  Street,  NW.,  Washington, 
DC. 

STATUS:  This  meeting  will  be  closed  to 
the  public. 

ITEMS  TO  BE  DISCUSSED: 

(Compliance  matters  pursuant  to  2  U.S.C. 
§437g. 

Audits  conducted  pursuant  to  2  U.S.C. 

§  437g.  §  438(b).  and  Title  26,  U.S.C. 
Matters  concerning  participation  in  civil 
actions  or  proceedings  or  arbitration. 
Internal  personnel  rules  and  procedures  or 
matters  affecting  a  particular  employee. 

DATE  AND  TIME:  Thursday,  March  11, 
1993  at  10:00  a.m. 

PLACE:  999  E  Street,  NW.,  Washington, 
DC  (Ninth  Floor). 

STATUS:  This  Meeting  will  be  open  to 
the  public. 

ITEMS  TO  BE  DISCUSSED: 

Correction  and  Approval  of  Minutes 
Title  26  Certification  Matters 
Request  for  Public  Hearing  Ex  Parte  Rules 
Status  of  Regulations  Projects 
Report  from  FEC  Data  Division 
Administrative  Matters 

PERSON  TO  CONTACT  FOR  INFORMATION: 
Mr.  Fred  Eiland,  Press  Officer, 
Telephone:  (202)  219-4155. 

Delores  Hardy, 

Administrative  Assistant. 

(FR  Doc.  93-5173  Filed  3-2-93;  3:18  pm) 
BILLING  cooe  1715-01-M 


Thursday 
March  4,  1993 
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Environmental 
Protection  Agency 


40  CFR  Part  435 

Oil  and  Gas  Extraction  Point  Source 
Category;  Offshore  Subcategory  Effluent 
Guidelines  and  New  Source  Performance 
Standards;  Final  Rule 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40  CFR  Part  435 

[FRL-4S37-1] 

RIN  204O-AA12 

Oil  and  Gas  Extraction  Point  Source 
Category;  Offshore  Subcategory 
Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines  and 
New  Source  Performance  Standards 

AGENCY:  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA). 

ACTION:  Final  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  regulation  establishes 
effluent  limitations,  guidelines  and  new 
source  performance  standards  limiting 
the  dis^arge  of  {>ollutants  to  waters  of 
the  United  States  from  the  offshore 
subcategory  of  the  oil  and  gas  extraction 
point  source  category.  This  rule  is 
promulgated  imder  authority  granted  to 
EPA  by  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  is 
required  by  consent  decree  in  NRDC  v. 
Reilly,  D.  D.C.  No.  79-3442  (JHP). 

The  regulation  establishes  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  attainable  by  the 
application  of  the  “best  available 
technology  economically  achievable” 
(BAT)  and  “best  conventional  pollutant 
control  technology”  (BCT),  and 
establishes  “new  soxirce  performance 
standards”  (NSPS)  attainable  by  the 
application  of  the  “best  available 
demonstrated  technology.”  The  existing 
effluent  limitations  guidelines  based  on 
the  achievement  of  the  “best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  available” 
(BPT)  are  not  being  changed  by  this 
regulation.  Since  oflshore  oil  and  gas 
facilities  currently  do  not  discharge  into 
publicly  owned  treatment  works 
(POTWs).  pretreatment  standards  are 
not  included  in  this  regulation. 

OATES:  The  regulation  shall  become 
effective  April  5, 1993. 

The  compliance  date  for  NSPS  is  the 
date  the  new  somce  begins  operation. 
Deadlines  for  compliance  with  BCT  and 
BAT  are  establish^  in  NPDES  permits. 

In  accordance  with  40  CFR  part  23, 
this  regulation  shall  be  considered 
issued  for  the  purposes  of  judicial 
review  at  1  p.m.  Eastern  time  on  March 
18. 1993.  Under  section  509(b)(1)  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act,  judicial  review  of  this 
regulation  can  be  had  only  by  filing  a 
petition  for  review  in  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  within  120  days  after 
the  regulation  is  considered  issued  for 
purposes  of  judicial  review.  Under 
section  509(b)(2)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act, 
the  requirements  in  this  regulation  may 
not  be  challenged  later  in  civil  or 
criminal  proce^ngs  brought  by  EPA  to 
enforce  these  requirements. 


The  incorporation  by  reference  of 
certain  publications  listed  in  the 
regulations  is  approved  by  the  Director 
of  the  Federal  Register  as  of  April  5, 
1993. 

ADDRESSES:  For  additional  technical 
information  contact  Mr.  Ronald  P. 
Jordan,  Office  of  Water,  Engineering  and 
Analysis  Division  (WH-552),  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  401 
M  Street,  SW.,  Washington,  DC,  20460, 
(202)  260-7115.  For  additional 
information  on  the  economic  or 
regulatory  impact  analyses  contact  Dr. 
Mahesh  Podar  at  the  above  address  or 
by  calling  (202)  260-5387. 

The  complete  public  record  for  this 
rulemaking,  including  EPA’s  responses 
to  comments  received  diuing 
rulemaking,  is  available  for  review  at 
EPA’s  Water  Docket;  401  M  Street,  SW., 
Washington,  DC,  20460.  For  access  to 
Docket  materials,  call  (202)  260-3027 
between  9  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  for  an 
appointment.  The  EPA  public 
information  regulation  (40  CFR  part  2) 
provides  that  a  reasonable  fee  may  be 
charged  for  copying. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Ronald  P.  Jordan  at  (202J  260-7115. 


This  preamble  describes  the  legal 
authority,  background,  technical  and 
economic  basis,  and  other  aspects  of  the 
final  regulation.  The  abbreviations, 
acronyms,  and  other  terms  used  in  this 
rule  are  defined  in  appendix  A  to  the 
preamble  of  this  rule. 

Organization  of  This  Rule 

I.  Scope  of  This  Rulemaking 

II.  Legal  Authority  and  Background 

A.  Best  Practicable  Control  Technology 
Currently  Available  (BPT) 

B.  Best  Available  Technology 
Economically  Achievable  (BAT) 

C.  Best  Conventional  Pollutant  Control 
Technology  (BCT) 

D.  New  Source  Performance  Standards 
(NSPS) 

III.  Overview  of  the  Industry 

A.  Exploration,  Development  and 
Production 

B.  New  and  Existing  Sources 

1.  New  Source  Definition 

2.  Industry  Profile 
C  Waste  Streams 

IV.  Development  of  the  Final  Regulation 

V.  Major  Changes  to  the  Data  Base  for  the 

Final  Regulation 

A.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

1.  Engineering  Costs 

a.  BAT  and  NSPS  Costing  Methodology 

b.  Costing  Assumptions 

2.  Drilling  Waste  Pollutant  Loadings 

B.  Produced  Water 

1.  Gas  Flotation  Performance 

2.  Produced  Water  Engineering  Costs 

a.  Gas  Flotation  System  Capital  and 

Annual  Costs 


b.  Granular  Filtration  Capital  and  Annual 
Costs 

c.  Reinjection  Capital  and  Annual  Costs 

d.  Regional  and  Total  Industry  Costs 

e.  Onshore  Treatment  Costs 

3.  Membrane  Filtration 

4.  Produced  Water  Pollutant  Loadings 
C  Produced  Sand 

D.  Well  Treatment,  Completion  and 
Workover  Fluids 

E.  Non-Water  Quality  Environmental 
Impacts 

1.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

2.  Produrad  Water 

F.  Industry  Profile 

VI.  Summary  of  the  Most  Significant  Changes 

From  the  Proposal 

A.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

1. BCT 

2.  BAT  and  NSPS 

B.  Produced  Waters 

C.  Produced  Sand 

D.  Deck  Drainage 

E.  Well  Treatment,  Completion,  and 
Workover  Fluids 

F.  Domestic  Waste 

G.  Sanitary  Waste 

VII.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — Drilling 
Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

A.  BCT 

1.  BCT  Methodology 

2.  BCT  Options  Considered 

3.  BCT  Cost  Test  Calculations 

a.  Drilling  Fluids 

b.  Drill  Cuttings 

4.  Non-Water  Quality  Environmental 
Impacts  and  Other  Factors 

a.  Solid  Waste  Generation  and 
Management 

b.  Energy  Requirements 

c.  Air  Emissions 

d.  Interaction  with  OCS  Air  Regulations 

e.  Consumptive  Water  Use 

f.  Other  Factors 

5.  BCT  Option  Selection 

B.  BAT  and  NSPS 

1.  BAT  and  NSPS  Options  Considered 

2.  Non-Water  Quality  Environmental 
Impacts  and  Other  Factors 

3.  BAT  and  NSPS  Option  Selection 

VIII.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — 
Produced  Water 

A.  BCT 

1.  BCT  Options  Considered 

2.  BCT  Options  Selection 

B.  BAT  and  NSPS 

1.  BAT  and  NSPS  Options  Considered 

2.  Non-Water  Quality  Environmental 
Impacts 

3.  BAT  and  NSPS  Options  Selection 

IX.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — Produced 

Sand 

A.  BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS  Options 
Considered 

B.  Option  Selection 

X.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — Deck 

Drainage 

A.  Options  Considered 

B.  Option  Selection 

XI.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — Well 
Treatment,  Completion,  and  Workover 
Fluids 

A  BCT 

B.  BAT  and  NSPS 

1.  BAT  and  NSPS  Options  Considered 
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2.  BAT  and  NSPS  Option  Selection 

XII.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — Domestic 
Wastes 

XIII.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — Sanitary 
Wastes 

XIV.  Economic  Analysis 

A.  Introduction 

B.  Economic  Methodology 

C.  Summary  of  Costs  and  Economic 
Impacts 

1.  Basis  of  the  Analysis 

2.  Total  Costs  and  Impacts  of  the 
Regulations 

D.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

E.  Produced  Water 

1.  BCT 

2.  BAT 

3.  NSPS 

F.  Produced  Sand 

G.  Well  Treatment,  Completion  and 
Workover  Fluids 

1.  BCT 

2.  BAT  and  NSPS 

H.  Deck  Drainage,  Sanitary,  and  Domestic 
Wastes 

I.  Cost-Effectiveness  Analysis 
).  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 
K.  Paperwork  Reduction  Act 

XV.  Executive  Order  12291 

A.  Introduction 

B.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 
C  Produced  Water 

XVI.  Public  Participation  and  Summary  of 
Responses  to  Major  Comments 

XVII.  Bmt  Management  Practices 
XVlIl.  Upset  and  Bypass  Provisions 

XIX.  Variances  and  ModiBcations 

XX.  Implementation  of  Limitations  and 
Standards 

XXL  Availability  of  Technical  Information 
XXII.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(OMB)  Review 

Appendix  A — Abbreviations,  Acronyms,  and 
Other  Terms  Used  in  This  Notice 

1.  Scope  of  This  Rulemaking 

This  final  regulation  establishes 
effluent  limitations  guidelines  and 
standards  of  performance  for  the 
Offshore  Subcategory  of  the  Oil  and  Gas 
Extraction  Point  Sotirce  Category  under 
sections  301,  304,  306,  307,  308,  and 
501  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (The  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
Amendments  of  1972,  as  amended  by 
the  Clean  Water  Act  of  1977  and  the 
Water  Quality  Act  of  1987),  33  U.S.C. 
1311, 1314  (b),  (c),  and  (e),  1316, 1317, 
1318  and  1361;  86  Stat.  816,  Public  Uw 
92-500;  91  Stat.  1567,  Public  Law  95- 
217;  101  Stat.  7,  Public  Law  100-4  (“the 
Act”  or  “CWA”).  This  regulation  is  also 
established  in  response  to  a  Consent 
Decree  entered  on  April  5, 1990 
(subsequently  modified  on  May  28, 
1992)  in  NRDCv.  Reilly,  D.  D.C  No.  79- 
3442  (JHP)  and  is  consistent  with  EPA’s 
Effluent  Guidelines  Plan  under  section 
304(m)  of  the  CWA  (September  8, 1992, 
57  41000).  This  regulation  is  referred 

to  as  the  offshore  guidelines  throughout 
this  preamble. 


This  regulation  applies  to  discharges 
fit)m  ofishore  oil  and  gas  extraction 
facilities,  including  exploration, 
development  and  production 
operations,  that  are  seaward  of  the  inner 
boundary  of  the  territorial  seas.  The 
inner  boimdary  of  the  territorial  seas  is 
defined  in  section  502(8)  of  the  CWA  as 
“the  line  of  ordinary  low  water  along 
that  portion  of  the  coast  which  is  in 
direct  contact  with  the  open  sea  and  the 
line  marking  the  seaward  limit  of  inland 
waters”  (hereafter  referred  to  as 
“shore”).  The  processes  and  operations 
which  comprise  the  ofishore  oil  and  gas 
extraction  subcategory  (Standard 
Industrial  Classification  (SIC)  Major 
Group  13),  are  currently  regulated  under 
40  CFR  part  435,  subpart  A.  The  existing 
effluent  limitations  sidelines,  which 
were  issued  on  April  13, 1979  (44  FR 
Z2069),  are  based  on  the  achievement  of 
best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available  (BPT). 

In  general,  BPT  represents  the  average 
of  the  best  existing  performances  of  well 
known  technologies  and  techniques  for 
control  of  pollutants.  BPT  for  the 
ofishore  subcategory  limits  the 
discharge  of  oil  and  grease  in  produced 
water  to  a  daily  maximum  of  72  mg/1 
and  a  thirty  day  average  of  48  mg/1; 
prohibits  the  discharge  of  free  oil  in 
deck  drainage,  drilling  fluids,  drill 
cuttings,  and  well  treatment  fluids;  and, 
for  sanitary  wastes,  requires  a  minimum 
residual  chlorine  content  of  1  mg/1  and 
prohibits  the  discharge  of  floating 
solids.  BPT  limitations  are  not  being 
changed  by  this  rule. 

This  rule  establishes  regulations 
based  on  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable  (BAT)  fflat  will 
result  in  reasonable  progress  toward  the 
goal  of  the  CWA  to  eliminate  the 
discharge  of  all  pollutants.  At  a 
minimum,  BAT  represents  the  best 
economically  achievable  performance  in 
the  industrial  category  or  subcategory. 
This  rule  also  establishes  requirements 
based  on  best  conventional  pollutant 
control  technology  (BCT)  and 
establishes  new  source  performance 
standards  (NSPS)  based  on  the  best 
demonstrated  control  technolo^. 

Under  this  rule,  EPA  is  establishing 
BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations 
prohibiting  the  discharge  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  from  wells 
located  within  three  miles  from  shore 
(the  inner  boundary  of  the  territorial 
seas).  For  wells  located  more  than  three 
miles  from  shore,  BAT  and  NSPS:  (1) 
Limit  toxicity  at  30,000  ppm  in  the 
suspended  particulate  phase;  (2)  limit 
cadmium  and  mercury  at  3  mg/kg  and 
1  mg/kg,  respectively,  in  stock  barite  (on 
a  dry  weight  basis);  (3)  prohibit  the 
discharge  of  diesel  oil;  and  (4)  prohibit 


the  discharge  of  firee  oil  with 
compliance  determined  by  the  static 
sheen  test.  BCT  is  limited  to  the  control 
of  conventional  pollutants,  and  in  this 
rule  prohibits  discharges  of  free  oil 
beyond  three  miles  from  shore.  All 
wells  drilled  ofi  the  Alaskan  coast  are 
excluded  from  the  zero  discharge 
limitation;  instead,  all  discharges  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  ofi 
Alaska  must  comply  with  the 
limitations  on  to^ddW,  cadmium, 
mercury,  fine  oil,  and  diesel  oil 
regardless  of  distance  from  shore. 

Under  BAT  and  NSPS,  the  discharge 
of  oil  and  grease  in  produced  water  will 
be  limited  to  a  maximum  for  any  one 
day  (referred  to  as  daily  maximum)  of 
42  mg/1  and  an  average  of  daily  values 
for  30  consecutive  days  (referred  to  as 
monthly  average)  of  29  mg/1  based  on 
improved  operating  performance  of  gas 
flotation  technology.  BCT  for  product 
water  is  being  established  equal  to  the 
current  BPT  limitations  on  oil  and 
grease. 

Discharges  of  produced  sand  are 
prohibited  under  BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS. 
BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  for 
deck  drainage  are  being  set  equal  to  the 
current  BPT  limitations  prohibiting 
discharges  of  free  oil.  Compliance  with 
the  no  discharge  of  free  oil  limit  for 
deck  drainage  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
visual  sheen  test. 

For  treatment,  completion  and 
workover  fluids,  the  rule  establishes 
BAT  and  NSPS  limiting  the  discharge  of 
oil  and  grease  at  a  daily  maximum  of  42 
mg/1  and  a  monthly  average  of  29 
mg/1.  BCT  for  well  treatment, 
completion  and  workover  fluids  is  being 
set  equal  to  the  BPT  prohibition  on 
discharges  of  free  oil  (compliance  by 
static  sheen). 

EPA  is  promulgating  limitations  on 
domestic  wastes  which  prohibit  the 
discharge  of  foam  (under  BAT  and 
NSPS)  and  floating  solids  (under  BCT 
and  NSPS),  and  incorporate  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  regulations  (under  BCT  and 
NSPS)  prohibiting  discharges  of  garbage 
as  required  at  33  CFR  part  151.  For 
sanitary  wastes,  EPA  is  promulgating 
BCT  and  NSPS  limitations  equal  to  BPT 
limitations  on  floating  solids  and 
residual  chlorine.  EPA  is  not 
establishing  BAT  for  sanitary  wastes 
because  no  toxic  or  nonconventional 
pollutants  of  concern  have  been 
identified  in  these  wastes. 

n.  Legal  Authority  and  Background 

This  regulation  is  promulgated  under 
the  authority  of  sections  301,  304  (b), 

(c),  and  (e),  306,  307,  308,  and  501  of  the 
CWA. 

The  CWA  establishes  a 
comprehensive  program  to  “restore  and 
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maintain  the  chemical,  physical,  and 
biological  integrity  of  the  Nation’s 
waters"  (CWA  section  101(a)).  To 
implement  the  Act,  EPA  is  to  issue 
technology-based  effluent  limitations 
guidelines,  new  source  performance 
standards  and  pretreatment  standards 
for  industrial  dischargers.  The  levels  of 
control  associated  with  these  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  the  new 
source  performance  standards  for  direct 
dischargers  are  summarized  briefly 
below.  Since  no  offshore  facilities 
currently  discharge  into  publicly-owned 
treatment  works  (POTWs),  pretreatment 
standards  are  not  included  in  this  rule 
and  are  reserved. 

A  Consent  Decree  that  was  entered  on 
April  5. 1990  [NRDCv.  Reilly,  D.D.C. 

No.  79-3442),  required  EPA  to  propose 
or  repropose  BAT  and  BCT  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  new  source 
performance  standards  for  produced 
water,  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings, 
well  treatment  fluids,  and  produced 
sand  by  November  16, 1990.  The  1990 
Consent  Decree  required  EPA  to 
promulgate  final  guidelines  and 
standards  for  these  wastestreams  by 
June  19, 1992.  Also,  EPA  was  required 
to  determine  by  November  16, 1990 
whether  effluent  limitations  guidelines 
and  new  source  performance  standards 
covering  deck  drainage  and  domestic 
and  sanitary  wastes  were  appropriate.  If 
EPA  determined  that  deck  drainage  and 
domestic  and  sanitary  wastes  should  be 
regulated,  then  final  effluent  guidelines 
and  standards  covering  these  waste 
streams  were  to  be  promulgated  by  June 
30, 1993.  On  May  28, 1992,  the  Court 
modified  the  Consent  Decree  to  extend 
the  date  for  promulgation  of  final 
effluent  guidelines  and  standards  for 
produced  water,  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings,  well  treatment  fluids,  and 
produced  sand  horn  June  19, 1992  to 
January  15, 1993.  EPA  has  determined 
that  rules  for  deck  drainage,  domestic 
wastes,  and  sanitary  wastes  are 
appropriate  and  is  promulgating  limits 
for  these  wastestreams  in  this  rule. 

A.  Best  Practicable  Control  Technology 
Currently  Available  (BPT) 

BPT  limitations  are  generally  based 
on  the  average  of  the  Iwst  existing 
performance  by  plants  of  various  sizes, 
ages,  and  imit  processes  within  the 
point  source  category  or  subcategory. 

In  establishing  BPT  limitations,  ^A 
considers  the  total  cost  in  relation  to  the 
age  of  equipment  and  facilities 
involved,  the  processes  employed, 
process  changes  required,  engineering 
aspects  of  the  control  technologies  and 
non-water  quality  environmental 
impacts  (including  energy 
requirements).  The  total  cost  of  applying 


the  technology  is  considered  in  relation 
to  the  effluent  reduction  benefits. 

B.  Best  Available  Technology 
Economically  Achievable  (BAT) 

BAT  limitations,  in  general,  represent 
the  best  existing  performance  in  the 
industrial  subcategory  or  category.  The 
Act  establishes  BAT  as  a  principal 
national  means  of  controlling  the  direct 
discharge  of  toxic  and  nonconventional. 
pollutants.  In  arriving  at  BAT,  EPA 
considers  the  age  of  me  equipment  and 
facilities  involved,  the  process 
employed,  the  engineering  aspects  of 
the  control  technologies,  process 
changes,  the  costs  and  economic  impact 
of  achieving  such  effluent  reduction, 
non-water  quality  eiivironmental 
impacts,  and  sudi  other  factors  as  the 
Administrator  of  EPA  deems 
appropriate.  EPA  retains  considerable 
discretion  in  assigning  the  weight  to  be 
accorded  these  factors. 

C.  Best  Conventional  Pollutant  Control 
Technology  (BCT) 

The  1977  Amendments  added  section 
301(b)(2)(E)  to  the  Act  establishing  "best 
conventional  pollutant  control 
technology”  (BCT)  for  discharges  of 
conventional  pollutants  fiom  existing 
industrial  point  sources.  Section 
304(a)(4)  of  the  Act  designated  the 
following  as  conventional  pollutants: 
biochemical  oxygen  demand  (BOD), 
total  suspended  solids  (TSS),  fecal 
coliform,  pH,  and  any  additional 
pollutants  defined  by  the  Administrator 
as  conventional.  The  Administrator 
designated  oil  and  grease  as  an 
additional  conventional  pollutant  on 
July  30. 1979  (44  FR  44501). 

BCT  is  not  an  additional  limitation, 
but  replaces  BAT  for  the  control  of 
conventional  pollutants.  In  addition  to 
other  factors  s|>ecified  in  section 
304(b)(4)(B),  the  Act  requires  that  BCT 
limitations  be  established  in  light  of  a 
two  part  "cost-reasonableness”  test. 
American  Paper  Institute  v.  EPA,  660 
F.2d  954  (4th  Cir.  1981).  EPA  first 
published  its  methodology  for  carrying 
out  the  BCT  analysis  on  August  19, 1979 
(44  FR  50372). 

A  revised  methodology  for  the  general 
development  of  BCT  limitations  was 
propos^  on  October  29, 1982  (47  FR 
49176),  and  became  effective  on  August 
22. 1986  (51  FR  24974;  July  9. 1986). 

D.  New  Source  Performance  Standards 
(NSPS) 

NSPS  are  based  on  the  best  available 
demonstrated  technology.  New  plants 
have  the  opportunity  to  install  the  best 
and  most  efficient  production  processes 
and  wastewater  treatment  technologies. 
Therefore,  Congress  directed  EPA  to 


consider  the  best  demonstrated  process 
changes,  in-plant  controls,  and  end-of- 
process  control  and  treatment 
technologies  that  reduce  pollution  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible.  In  addition, 
in  establishing  NSPS,  EPA  is  required  to 
take  into  consideration  the  cost  of 
achieving  the  effluent  reduction  and  any 
non-water  quality  environmental 
impacts  and  energy  requirements. 

HI.  Overview  of  the  Industry 

A.  Exploration.  Development,  and 
Production 

Exploration  and  development 
activities  for  the  extraction  of  oil  and 
gas  include  work  necessary  to  locate 
and  drill  wells.  Exploration  activities 
are  those  operations  involving  the 
drilling  of  wells  to  determine  the 
potential  hydrocarbon  reserves. 
Exploratory  activities  are  usually  of 
short  duration  at  a  given  site,  involve  a 
small  number  of  wells,  and  are  generally 
conducted  fi-om  mobile  drilling  units. 
Development  activities  involve  the 
drilling  of  production  wells  once  a 
hydroc^on  reserve  has  been 
discovered  and  delineated.  These 
operations,  in  contrast  to  exploration 
activities,  usually  involve  a  large 
number  of  wells  which  may  be  drilled 
from  either  fixed  or  floating  platforms  or 
mobile  drilling  units.  Production 
operations  include  all  work  necessary  to 
bring  hydrocarbon  reserves  fi'om  the 
producing  formation  and  begin  with  the 
completion  of  each  well  at  the  end  of 
the  development  phase. 

B.  New  and  Existing  Sources 
1.  New  Source  Definition 

The  OHshore  Guidelines  apply  to  all 
mobile  and  fixed  drilling  (exploratory 
and  development)  and  production 
operations.  Because  many  oil  and  gas 
facilities  are  mobile  (particularly 
exploratory  and  development  rigs), 
rather  than  stationary  facilities  that  are 
typically  covered  by  new  source 
performance  standards  (NSPS),  EPA’s 
1985  proposal  discussed  at  length  the 
question  of  which  of  these  facilities 
should  be  considered  new  sources  and 
which  should  be  considered  existing 
sources  under  these  Guidelines.  50  FR 
34617-34619  (Aug.  26, 1985). 

As  discussed  in  that  proposal, 
provisions  in  the  NPDES  regulations 
define  "new  source”  (40  CI^  122.2)  and 
establish  criteria  for  a  new  source 
determination.  (40  CFR  122.29(b)).  In 
the  1985  proposed  OHshore  Guidelines, 
(50  FR  34592,  34617-19,  Aug.  26, 1985), 
EPA  proposed  special  definitions 
applicable  to  new  sources  in  the 
offshore  subcategory  which  are 
consistent  with  40  CFR  122.29  and 
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which  provide  that  40  CFR  122.2  and 
122.29(b)  shall  apply  "Except  as 
otherwise  provided  in  an  applicable 
new  source  performance  standard."  See 
49  FR  38046  (Sept.  26. 1984). 

Section  306(a)(2)  of  the  CWA  defines 
"new  source”  to  mean  "any  source,  the 
construction  of  which  is  commenced 
after  publication  of  the  proposed  NSPS 
if  sudi  standards  are  promulgated 
consistent  with  section  306."  The  Act 
defines  "source"  to  mean  any  "facility 
*  *  *  from  which  there  is  or  may  be  a 
discharge  of  pollutants”  and 
"construction”  to  mean  "any  placement, 
assembly,  or  installation  of  facilities  or 
equipment  *  *  *  at  the  premises  where 
such  equipment  will  be  used." 

The  regulations  at  40  CFR  122.2 
implementing  this  provision  state  in 
part: 

"New  Source  means  any  building, 
structure,  facility,  or  installation  horn  which 
there  is  or  may  be  a  ‘discharge  of  pollutants,’ 
the  construction  of  which  is  commenced: 

(a)  After  promulgation  of  standards  of 
performance  under  section  306  of  CWA 
which  are  applicable  to  such  source,  or 

(b)  After  proposal  of  standards  of 
performance  in  accordance  with  section  306 
of  CWA  which  are  applicable  to  such  source, 
but  only  if  the  standards  are  promulgated  in 
accordance  with  section  306  within  120  days 
of  their  proposal.” 

The  regulations  at  40  CFR  122.29(b)(4) 
state: 

"(4)  Construction  of  a  new  source  as 
defined  under  40  CFR  122.2  has  commenced 
if  the  owner  or  operator  has: 

(i)  Begun,  or  caused  to  begin  as  part  of  a 
continuous  on-site  construction  program: 

(A)  Any  placement  assembly,  or 
installation  of  focilities  or  equipment;  or 

(B)  Significant  site  preparation  work 
including  clearing,  excavation  or  removal  of 
existing  buildings,  structures  or  facilities 
which  is  necessary  for  the  placement, 
assembly,  or  installation  of  new  source 
facilities  or  equipment;  or 

(ii)  Entered  into  a  binding  contractual 
obligation  for  the  purchase  of  facilities  or 
equipment  which  are  intended  to  be  used  in 
its  operation  with  a  reasonable  time.  Options 
to  purchase  or  contracts  which  can  be 
terminated  or  modified  without  substantial 
loss,  and  contracts  for  feasibility  engineering, 
and  design  studies  do  not  constitute  a 
contractual  obligation  under  the  paragraph.” 
(emphasis  added). 

EPA  has  developed  an  interpretation 
of  "new  source"  that  will  apply  to  the 
offshore  subcategory  that  the  Agency 
believes  is  reasonable  and  efiectuates 
the  intent  of  the  CWA  and  EPA’s 
regulations  defining  new  sources 
generally.  In  the  final  rule,  EPA  intends 
to  follow  the  approach  first  proposed  in 
1985,  in  which  EPA  propos^  to  define, 
for  purposes  of  the  Offshore  Guidelines, 
"significant  site  preparation  work”  as 
"the  process  of  clearing  and  preparing 


an  area  of  the  ocean  floor /or  purposes 
of  constructing  or  placing  a 
aevelopment  or  production  facility  on  or 
over  the  site."  (emphasis  added).  Thus, 
development  and  production  facilities 
at  a  new  site  would  be  new  sources 
under  the  Offshore  Guidelines.  Further, 
with  regard  to  40  CFR  122.29(b)(4)(ii). 
EPA  stated  that  although  it  was  not 
"proposing  a  special  definition  of  this 
provision  believing  it  should 
appropriately  be  a  decision  for  the 
permit  writer,”  EPA  suggested  that  the 
definition  of  new  source  include 
development  or  production  facilities 
even  if  the  discharger  entered  into  a 
contract  for  pvuchase  of  facilities  or 
equipment  prior  to  publication,  if  no 
specific  site  was  specified  in  the 
contract.  Conversely,  EPA  suggested 
that  the  definition  of  new  source 
exclude  development  or  production 
facilities  if  the  discharger  entered  into  a 
contract  prior  to  publication  and  a 
specific  site  was  specified  in  the 
contract.  In  the  final  rule,  EPA  also 
intends  to  follow  this  approach. 

As  a  consequence  of  the  proposed 
definition  of  "significant  site 
preparation  work,”  if  "clearing  or 
preparation  of  an  area  for  development 
or  production  has  occurred  at  a  site 
prior  to  the  publication  of  the  NSPS, 
then  subsequent  development  and 
production  activities  at  that  site  would 
not  be  considered  a  new  source.”  (See 
50  FR  34618)  Also,  exploration 
activities  at  a  site  would  not  be 
considered  significant  site  preparation 
work;  therefore,  exploratory  wells 
would  not  be  new  sources  in  any 
circumstance.  (50  FR  34618) 

Exploration  operations  are  short  term, 
typically  lasting  only  three  to  six 
months  (as  weather  and  climate  and 
drilling  conditions  allow),  while 
development  and  production  operations 
occur  over  a  much  longer  timeframe. 

The  Agency  does  not  consider 
exploratory  activities  to  be  "significant 
site  preparation  work"  because  such 
activities  are  not  necessarily  followed 
by  development  or  production  activity 
at  a  site.  Even  when  exploratory  drilling 
leads  to  development  and  production 
activities,  the  latter  may  not  be 
commenced  for  months  or  years  after 
the  exploratory  drilling  is  completed. 
The  purpose  of  distinguishing  between 
exploratory  drilling  and  significant  site 
preparation  for  prc^uction  and 
development  operations  is  to 
"grandfather”  as  an  existing  source  any 
source  if  "significant  site  preparation 
work,”  *  *  *  “evidencing  an  intent  to 
establish  full  scale  [development  or 
production]  operations  at  a  site,  had 
been  performed  prior  to  NSPS  becoming 


effective.”  (50  FR  34618)  At  the  same 
time,  if  only  exploratory  drilling  had 
occurred  prior  to  NSPS  becoming 
effective,  then  subsequent  drilling  and 
production  activities  would  make  the 
facility  a  new  source. 

EPA  also  proposed  a  special 
definition  for  "site”  in  the  phrase 
"significant  site  preparation  work”  used 
in  40  CFR  122.2  and  40  CFR  122.29(b). 
"Site”  is  defined  in  40  CFR  122.2  as 
"the  land  or  water  area  where  any 
'facility  or  activity’  is  physically  located 
or  conducted,  including  adjacent  land 
used  in  connection  with  the  facility  or 
activity.”  EPA  proposed  that  the  term 
"water  area”  mean  the  "specific 
geographical  location  where  the 
exploration,  development,  or 
production  activity  is  conducted, 
including  the  water  column  and  ocean 
floor  beneath  such  activities.  Therefore, 
if  a  new  platform  is  built  at  or  moved 
from  a  different  location,  it  will  be 
considered  a  new  source  when  placed  at 
the  new  site  where  its  oil  and  gas 
activities  take  place.  Even  if  the 
platform  is  placed  adjacent  to  an 
existing  platform,  the  new  platform  will 
still  be  considered  a  ‘new  source,’ 
occupying  a  new  ‘water  area’  and 
therefore  a  new  site.”  [50  FR  34618 
(Aug.  26, 1985)]. 

As  a  consequence  of  these 
distinctions,  exploratory  facilities 
would  always  be  existing  sources. 
Production  and  development  facihties 
where  significant  site  preparation  has 
occurred  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
the  Offshore  Guidelines  would  also  be 
existing  sources.  These  same  production 
and  development  facilities,  however, 
would  become  “new  sources”  under  the 
proposed  regulatory  definition  if  they 
moved  to  a  new  water  area  to  commence 
production  or  development  activities. 
The  proposed  definition,  however, 
presents  a  problem  because  even  though 
these  facilities  would  he  "new  sources” 
subject  to  NSPS.  they  could  not  be 
covered  by  an  I^DES  permit  in  the 
period  immediately  following  the 
issuance  of  these  regulations.  This  is 
because  no  existing  permits  could  have 
included  NSPS  imtil  NSPS  were 
promulgated. 

To  resolve  this  problem,  the  final  rule 
temporarily  excludes  from  the 
definition  of  "new  source”  (pending 
EPA’s  issuance  of  appropriate  permits 
covering  these  facilities)  new 
development  and  production  facilities 
that  would  otherwise  be  "new  sources” 
if,  as  of  the  efiective  date  of  the  Offshore 
Guidelines,  the  facilities  are  subject  to 
an  existing  NPDES  permit.  EPA  believes 
this  approach  is  reasonable  because 
when  (ingress  enacted  section  306  of 
the  CWA  it  did  not  specifically  address 
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mobile  activities  of  the  sort  common  in 
this  industry,  as  distin^shed  from 
activities  at  stationary  facilities  on  land 
that  had  not  yet  been  constructed  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  applicable  NSPS. 
Moreover,  EPA  believes  that  Congress 
did  not  intend  that  the  promulgation  of 
NSPS  would  result  in  stopping  all  oil 
and  gas  activities  which  would  have 
been  authorized  under  existing  NPDES 
permits  as  soon  as  the  NSPS  are 
promulgated. 

While  the  situation  of  mobile  oil  and 
gas  facilities  is  rather  unique,  EPA  faced 
a  similar  issue  in  its  effluent  limitations 
guidelines  for  the  placer  mining 
industry.  Placer  mines  are  also  mobile, 
generally  moving  downstream  or 
upstream.  In  that  effluent  guideline,  40 
CFR  440.144(c),  EPA  set  forth  a  number 
of  factors  that  the  Regional 
Administrator  or  Director  of  a  state 
program  with  authority  to  administer 
the  NPDES  program  should  take  into 
accoimt  in  making  a  case-by-case 
determination  of  whether  a  placer  mine 
constitutes  a  “new  source.”  Three  of 
these  factors  relate  to  whether  the  mine 
would  operate  in  an  area  which  is 
covered  by  a  valid  NPDES  permit. 
(Another  factor  was  whether  the  mine 
significantly  alters  the  quantity  or 
nature  of  pollutants  dis^arged.)  The 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Ninth  Circuit  upheld  this  approach. 

“We  find  that  the  criteria  set  forth  on 
what  is  a  new-source  placer  mine  are 
within  the  ambit  of  authority  which 
Congress  gave  the  EPA  in  the  Clean 
Water  Act  and  cannot  be  considered 
arbitrary  or  capricious.”  Rybachek  v. 

U.S.  E.P.A..  904  F.2d  1276, 1293  (9th 
Cir.  1990). 

Now  that  NSPS  are  promulgated,  EPA 
will  apply  NSPS  to  appropriate  facilities 
(i.e.,  those  where  there  is  significant  site 
preparation  work  for  development  or 
production  after  promulgation  of  NSPS) 
within  the  Ofishore  Sub^tegory.  EPA 
notes  that  BAT  limitations  are  equal  to 
NSPS  in  this  rule.  EPA  intends  to  issue 
new  source  NPDES  permits  covering 
production  and  development  facilities 
as  soon  as  possible. 

2.  Industry  Profile 

Existing  Platforms  (BAT/BCT):  EPA*s 
industry  profile  estimates  include 
structures  that  would  incur  costs  under 
this  rule.  The  estimate  of  existing 
structures  includes  only  those  platforms 
(1)  in  production,  (2)  with  specific 
products  (i.e.,  oil,  gas,  or  both),  (3)  with 
a  specific  number  of  wells  drill^  or  in 
production,  (4)  discharging,  and  (5)  in 
the  oftshore  subcategory.  Two  major 
sources  of  data  were  us^  to  develop  a 
profile  of  offshore  oil  and  gas  activities 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  (GC^).  In  the 


March  1991  proposal,  EPA  used  the 
“Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS) 
Platform  Inspection  System,  Complex/ 
Structure  Data  Base”  to  estimate  the 
number  of  structures  in  the  federal 
waters  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  that  are 
likely  to  bear  compliance  costs  'under 
this  rule.  This  estimate  of  2,233  existing 
structures  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  (GOM) 
federal  waters  remains  unchanged.  A 
limitation  of  the  March  1991  profile  was 
that  it  lacked  sufficient  data  regarding 
activities  in  state  waters  of  the  GOM.  To 
fill  this  data  gap  and  in  response  to 
comments  received,  EPA  conducted  a 
mapping  effort  to  identify  structures  in 
production  in  state  waters.  Using  maps 
and  electronic  data,  EPA  (1)  identified 
w’ells  whose  well-head  location  lay 
seaward  of  the  baseline  that  separates 
the  coastal  and  offshore  subcategories; 

(2)  identified  wells  belonging  to 
common  platforms;  and  (3)  verified 
which  wells  were  still  in  production.  As 
a  result  of  this  effort  to  update  the 
industry  profile,  an  additional  284 
structures  were  identified  in  GOM  state 
waters.  For  the  Pacific,  32  structures  are 
included  in  the  BAT/BCT  count  of 
existing  structures.  There  are  no 
structures  in  the  Atlantic  at  this  time. 
Structures  off  Alaska  in  Cook  Inlet  are 
in  the  coastal  subcategory  and  are  not 
afiected  by  this  rulemaking.  Currently, 
there  is  only  one  existing  facility  in 
Alaskan  waters  that  is  seaward  of  the 
inner  boundary  of  the  territorial  seas. 
This  facility  is  already  required  by  State 
requirements  to  reinject  produced  water 
and  incremental  compliance  costs 
associated  with  this  rule  are  minimal. 

No  existing  Alaskan  structures  are 
projected  to  incur  significant 
incremental  compliance  costs  under  this 
rule.  A  total  of  2,549  offshore  structures 
is  used  in  the  BAT/BCT  economic 
impact  analysis. 

Future  Drilling  Projections  (BAT/BCT 
and  NSPS):  Offshore  drilling  efforts  vary 
ftt)m  year  to  year  depending  on  such 
factors  as  the  price  and  supply  of  oil, 
the  amount  of  state  and  federal  leasing, 
and  reservoir  discoveries.  EPA  estimates 
future  drilling  activity  averaging  759 
wells  per  year  during  the  15-year 
period,  from  1993-2007,  after 
promulgation  of  this  regulation. 
Estimated  activity  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
and  Alaska  are  based  on  MMS  30-year 
regionalized  forecasts  with  an  average 
barrel  of  oil  equivalent  (BOE)  price  of 
$21/bbl  (1986  dollars)  for  the  15-year 
I>eriod.  The  drilling  projections 
presented  in  the  1991  proposal  for  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  and  Alaska  were  based 
on  a  1986-2000  time  frame.  Moving  the 
starting  year  forward  for  the  15-year 
period,  from  1986  to  1993,  resulted  in 


about  a  three  percent  change  in  the 
number  of  wells  fix)m  the  original  set  of 
projections  (i.e.,  slightly  higher  if  based 
on  the  year  1990,  slightly  lower  for 
projections  beginning  in  1993).  Because 
the  projection  of  estimated  future 
activity  does  not  change  significfmtly  by 
starting  in  1992  rather  than  in  1986, 

EPA  is  using  its  projections  beginning  in 
1986.  Recent  Presidential  moratoria 
have  prevented  offshore  activities  in 
certain  areas  in  the  Eastern  Gulf  of 
Mexico,  but  this  is  not  expected  to  cause 
a  significant  change  in  the  regional 
estimate  of  future  activity. 

Recent  moratoria  and  restricted 
leasing  in  the  Pacific  constrain  drilling 
estimates  to  the  level  of  activity 
associated  with  drilling  on  installed 
structures  and  existing  leases.  Due  to 
the  Presidential  decision  to  cancel  lease 
sale  96  (Georges  Bank  region  in  the 
North  Atlantic)  and  strictly  limit  any 
activity  in  this  planning  area  until  after 
the  year  2000,  no  activity  is  projected 
for  the  Atlantic  during  the  1986-2000 
time  period.  (EPA  is  aware  of  one  site 
off  the  coast  of  North  Carolina  where  an 
operator  has  expressed  interest  in 
drilling.)  EPA  anticipates  that  these 
restrictions  will  remain  applicable  until 
after  the  year  2007.  This  set  of 
projections  corresponds  to  the 
“restricted”  or  “constrained”  well 
forecast  presented  in  the  March  1991 
proposal. 

The  projection  of  759  wells  drilled 
per  year  includes  all  new  well — 
productive,  non-productive  (dry  holes), 
exploratory,  and  development.  The  new 
well  projections  therefore  include  both 
BAT  and  NSPS  wells.  As  explained 
above,  BAT  wells  encompass 
exploratory  wells  in  addition  to 
development  and  production  wells  for 
which  significant  site  preparation  takes 
place  prior  to  promulgation  of  the 
regulation.  NSPS  wells  are  drilled  on 
platforms  where  significant  site 
preparation  and  installation  take  place 
after  promulgation  of  the  regulation. 
Table  1  is  a  summary  of  the  BAT  and 
NSPS  wells  by  region.  Approximately 
one-third  of  the  new  wells  may  be 
considered  existing  sources.  (The  actual 
percentage  of  wells  classified  as  existing 
sources  will  vary  in  time.  Most  will  be 
exploratory  efiorts.  The  number  of  new 
wells  drilled  on  existing  platforms  will 
decrease  in  time  as  those  platforms 
complete  their  drilling  programs.  The 
numbers  given  in  Table  1  reflect  the 
annual  average  number  of  wells  during 
the  15-year  period  following 
promulgation  of  the  regulation.) 
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Table  1.— Average  Annual  New  Well 
Drilunq 

[weNs/year] 


Region 

Existing 

sources 

(BAT) 

now 

sources 

(NSPS) 

Total 

GuN . 

215 

500 

715 

PacMic . 

32 

0 

32 

Alaska . 

3 

9 

12 

Total  .. 

250 

509 

759 

New  Platforms:  Platform  projections 
were  made  based  on  the  number  of 
productive  wells.  An  estimated  total  of 
759  platforms  will  be  installed  during 
the  15-year  period  after  promulgation  of 
the  regulation.  The  fact  that  the 
estimated  average  annual  number  of 
wells  (759)  is  the  same  as  the  total 
number  of  platforms  (759)  installed 
during  the  15-year  period  is 
coincidental. 

C.  Waste  Streams 

The  primary  wastewater  sources  from 
the  exploration  and  development  phases 
of  the  offshore  oil  and  gas  extraction 
industry  include  the  following: 

•  Drilling  fluids. 

•  Drill  cuttings. 

•  Sanitary  wastes. 

•  Deck  drainage. 

•  Domestic  wastes. 

The  primary  wastewater  sources  from 
the  production  phase  of  the  industry 
include  the  following: 

•  Produced  water. 

•  Produced  sand. 

•  Sanitary  wastes. 

•  Deck  drainage. 

•  Domestic  wastes. 

•  Well  treatment,  completion  and 
workover  fluids. 

Drilling  fluids  (typically  termed 
muds)  and  drill  cuttings  are  the  most 
significant  waste  streams  from 
exploratory  and  development  operations 
in  terms  both  of  volume  and  toxic 
pollutants.  Produced  water  is  the  largest 
waste  stream  from  production  activities 
based  on  its  volume  of  discharge  and 
quantity  of  pollutants.  Deck  drainage, 
sanitary  wastes,  domestic  wastes, 
produced  sand,  and  well  treatment, 
completion,  and  workover  fluids  are 
often  classified  imder  the  term 
miscellaneous  wastes. 

Drilling  fluids  are  any  fluid  sent  down 
the  drillhole  to  aid  the  drilling  process. 
This  includes  those  materials  used  to 
maintain  hydrostatic  pressure  control  in 
the  well,  lubricate  the  drill  bit,  remove 
drill  cuttings  from  the  well,  and 
stabilize  the  walls  of  the  well  during 
drilling  or  workover  operations.  A 
water-based  drilling  fluid  is  the 
conventional  drilling  system  in  which 
water  is  the  continuous  phase.  Drill 


cuttings  are  the  solids  generated  by 
drilling  into  subsurface  geologic 
formations  and  are  carried  to  the  surface 
by  the  drilling  fluid  system. 

Produced  water  is  brought  up  from 
the  hydrocarbon-bearing  strata  along 
with  produced  oil  and  gas.  This  waste 
stream  can  include  formation  water, 
injection  water,  and  any  chemicals 
(including  well  treatment,  completion 
or  workover  fluids)  added  downhole  or 
during  the  oil/water  separation  process. 

De(^  drainage  includes  all  wastewater 
resulting  from  platform  washings,  deck 
washings,  rainwater,  and  runoff  ^m 
curbs,  gutters,  and  drains  including  drip 
pans  and  work  areas. 

Well  treatment  fluids  are  fluids  that 
resurface  from  acidizing  and/or 
hydraulic  fracturing  operations  to 
improve  hydrocarbon  recovery. 
Workover  fluids  and  completion  fluids 
are  low  solids  fluids  used  to  prepare  a 
well  for  production,  provide  hydrostatic 
control,  and/or  prevent  formation 
damage. 

Produced  sand  consists  of  the  slurried 
particles  which  surface  from  hydraulic 
fracturing  and  the  accumulated 
formation  sands  and  other  particles 
(including  scale)  generated  during 
production.  This  waste  stream  also 
includes  sludges  generated  in  the 
produced  water  treatment  system,  such 
as  tank  bottoms  from  oil/water 
separators  and  solids  removed  in 
filtration. 

Sanitary  wastes  originate  from  toilets. 
Domestic  wastes  originate  from  sinks, 
showers,  laundries,  and  galleys. 

EPA  presented  detailed  discussions  of 
the  origins  and  characteristics  of  the 
wastewater  effluents  from  exploration, 
development,  and  production  in  the 
March  13, 1991  proposal.  EPA  generally 
focused  data  gathering  efforts  and  data 
analyses  on  drilling  fluids,  drill 
cuttings,  and  produced  water  due  to 
their  volumes  and  potential  toxicity. 
Information  on  the  miscellaneous 
wastes  is  more  limited.  Their  volumes 
are  generally  smaller,  and  in  most  cases 
are  either  infrequently  discharged  or  are 
commingled  with  the  major  waste 
streams.  However,  EPA  has  determined 
that  it  is  appropriate  to  promulgate 
regulations  for  miscellaneous  wastes  as 
well. 

IV.  Development  of  the  Final 
Regulation 

On  September  15, 1975,  EPA 
promulgated  interim  final  BPT  efifluent 
limitations  guidelines  (40  FR  42543) 
and  proposed  BAT  and  NSPS 
regulations  (40  FR  42572)  for  the 
offshore  subcategory  of  the  oil  and  gas 
extraction  point  source  category 
("offshore  subcategory”).  EPA 


promulgated  final  BPT  regulations  on 
April  13, 1979  (44  FR  22069),  but 
deferred  action  on  the  BAT  and  NSPS 
regulations.  Table  2  presents  the  1979 
BPT  limitations. 

The  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Coimcil  (NRDC)  filed  suit  on  December 
29. 1979  seeking  an  order  to  compel  the 
Administrator  to  promulgate  final  NSPS 
for  the  offshore  subcategory.  In 
settlement  of  the  action  {NRDC  v. 

Costle,  C.A.  No.  79-3442  (D.  D.C.IQHP)), 
EPA  acknowledged  the  statutory 
requirement  and  agreed  to  take  steps  to 
issue  such  standards.  However,  because 
of  the  length  of  time  that  had  passed 
since  proposal,  EPA  believed  that 
examination  of  additional  data  and 
reproposal  were  necessary. 
Consequently,  EPA  withdrew  the 
propos^  NSPS  on  August  22, 1980  (45 
FR  56115).  The  proposed  BAT 
regulations  were  withdrawn  on  March 
19,  1981  (46  FR  17567).  , 

On  August  26, 1985  (50  FR  34592) 
EPA  proposed  BAT  and  BCT  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  new  source 
performance  standards  for  the  offshore 
subcategory.  The  1985  proposal  also 
included  an  amendment  to  the  BPT 
definition  of  "no  discharge  of  free  oil." 
The  waste  streams  covert  by  the  1985 
proposal  were  drilling  fluids,  drill 
cuttings,  produced  water,  deck  drainage, 
well  treatment  fluids,  produced  sand, 
and  sanitary  and  domestic  wastes. 


Table  2.— BPT  Effluent  Limitations 
(Promulgated  1979) 


Waste  stream 

Parameter 

BPT  effluertt 
limitation 

Produced  water 

Oil  and  grease 

72  mg/I  dally 

maxiriHjm. 

48  mg/t  30-day 

Drilling  fluids . 

Drill  cuttings . 

WeN  treatment 

Free  oH . 

Free  oH . 

Free  oU . . 

average. 

No  discharge. 

No  discharge. 

No  discharge. 

fluids. 

Deck  drainage  .. 

Free  oU . 

No  discharge. 

Sanitary-MIO  .-... 

Residual  chio- 

1  mg/L  (mini- 

rine. 

mum.) 

Sanitary-M9IM  .. 

Floating  solids  . 

No  discharge. 

On  October  21, 1988,  EPA  issued  a 
Notice  of  Data  Availability  (53  FR 
41356)  concerning  the  development  of 
NSPS,  BAT,  and  BCT  regulations  for  the 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  waste 
streams  (th6  "1988  notice").  The  1988 
notice  presented  substantial  additional 
and  revised  technical,  cost,  economic, 
and  environmental  efiects  information 
which  EPA  collected  after  publication  of 
the  1985  proposal.  EPA  presented  new 
information  regarding  the  diesel  oil 
prohibition  and  the  toxicity  limitation, 
and  new  compliance  costing  and 
economic  analysis  results  based  on  new 
profile  data  and  treatment  and  control 
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option  development.  The  new  control 
technologies  discussed  were  based  on 
thermal  distillation,  thermal  oxidation, 
and  solvent  extraction.  Performance 
data  for  these  technologies  were  also 
included.  In  addition,  EPA  proposed 
requirements  for  limitations  on  metals 
content  in  the  stock  barite  based  on  the 
use  of  existing  barite  supplies,  or 
alternatively  in  the  drilling  fluids 
(whole  fluid  basis)  at  the  point  of 
discharge. 

On  January  9, 1989,  EPA  published  a 
Correction  to  Notice  of  Data  Availability 
(54  FR  634)  concerning  the  analytical 
method  for  the  measiuement  of  oil 
content  and  diesel  oil.  The  1988  notice 
had  inadvertently  published  an 
incomplete  version  of  that  method. 

On  November  26, 1990,  EPA 
published  a  notice  and  a  reproposal  (55 
FR  49094)  that  presented  the  major  BCT, 
BAT,  and  NSPS  regulatory  options 
under  consideration  for  control  of 
drilling  fluids,  drill  cuttings,  produced 
water,  deck  drainage,  produced  sand, 
domestic  and  sanitary  wastes,  and  well 
treatment,  completion,  and  workover 
fluids.  On  March  13, 1991  (56  FR 
10664),  EPA  published  a  second  notice 
proposing  BAT,  BCT,  and  NSPS 
limitations  and  standards  for  the 
offshore  subcategory.  The  regulatory 
options  present^  were  the  same  as 
those  proposed  on  November  26, 1990 
with  the  exception  of  deleting  a 
requirement  vmder  NSPS  which 
prohibited  the  discharge  of  visible  foam 
from  the  sanitary  wastestream  (the . 
requirement  had  been  inadvertently 
included  in  the  November  1990 
proposal). 

The  1990  and  1991  proposals  did  not 
supersede  the  1985  proposal  entirely. 
Rather,  they  revised  the  1985  proposal 
in  certain  areas.  The  revisions  were 
based  on  new  data  and  information 
acquired  by  EPA  since  the  1985 
proposal  regarding  waste 
characterization,  treatment  technologies, 
industrial  practices,  industry  profiles, 
analytical  methods,  environmental 
effects,  costs,  and  economic  impacts. 
Some  of  this  new  information  regarding 
drilling  wastes  had  been  published  in  a 
Notice  of  Data  Availability  (53  FR 
41356)  (October  21, 1988).  This  new 
information  led  EPA  to  develop 
additional  regulatory  options  to  those 
proposed  in  1985. 

On  April  5, 1991  (56  FR  14049)  EPA 
published  notification  of  public 
workshops  for  the  guidelines  proposed 
on  March  13, 1991,  and  extended  the 
comment  period  for  the  proposed  rule. 
The  comment  period  for  the  majority  of 
the  rule  was  extended  by  30  days.  The 
comment  period  for  membrane  filtration 


and  radioactivity  issues  was  extended 
by  60  days,  and  ended  on  Jvme  11, 1991. 

The  Consent  Decree  was  again  revised 
on  May  28, 1992.  Under  this 
modification,  the  date  for  promulgation 
of  the  final  effluent  limitations 
guidelines  and  standards  (BCT,  BAT, 
and  NSPS)  for  produced  water,  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings,  well  treatment 
fluids,  and  produced  sand  wastestreams 
was  extended  fit>m  June  19, 1992  to 
January  15, 1993. 

Ocean  discharge  criteria  applicable  to 
this  industry  sub^tegory  were 
promulgated  on  October  3, 1980  (45  FR 
65942)  under  section  403(c)  of  the  Act. 
These  guidelines  are  to  be  used  in 
making  site-specific  assessments  of  the 
impacts  of  discharges.  Section  403 
limitations  are  imposed  through  section 
402  National  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permits. 
Section  403  is  intended  to  prevent 
unreasonable  degradation  of  the  marine 
environment  and  to  authorize 
imposition  of  effluent  limitations, 
including  a  prohibition  of  discharge,  if 
necessary,  to  ensure  this  goal. 

In  addition.  EPA  has  issued  a  series 
of  general  NPDES  permits  that  set  BAT 
and  BCT  limitations  applicable  to 
sources  in  the  offshore  subcategory  on  a 
'Best  Professional  Judgment  (BPJ)  basis 
under  section  402(a)(1)  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act.  See  e.g.,  57  FR  54642 
(November  19, 1992)  (Western  Gulf  of 
Mexico  (X)S  General  Permit);  51  FR 
24897  (July  9, 1986),  (Gulf  of  Mexico 
OCS  General  Permit):  49  FR  23734  (June 
7, 1984),  modified  52  FR  30481 
(^ptember  29, 1987)  (Bering  and 
Beaufort  Seas  General  Permit);  50  FR 
23570  (June  4, 1985)  (Norton  Sound 
General  Permit);  51  FR  35400  (October 
3, 1986)  (Cook  Inlet/Gulf  of  Alaska 
General  Permit):  53  FR  37840 
(September  20, 1988),  modified  54  FR 
39574  (September  27, 1989)  (Beaufort 
Sea  n/Chukchi  Sea  General  Permits). 

The  rulemaking  record  for  this  final  rule 
includes  copies  of  the  most  significant 
Federal  Register  notices  proposing 
these  general  permits  and  issuing  them 
in  final  form. 

The  Gulf  of  Mexico  General  Permit 
was  challenged  by  industry  and  an 
environmental  group.  Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council  v.  EPA,  863  F.2d  1420 
(9th  Cir.  1988).  The  Bering  and  Beaufort 
Sea  General  Permits  were  the  subject  of 
industry  challenge.  American  Petroleum 
Institute  v.  EPA,  965  F.2d  (5th  Cir. 

1986);  later  opinion  following  partial 
remand,  858  F.2d  261,  (5th  Qr.  1988); 
clarified  and  rehearing  denied,  864  F.2d 
1156  (5th  Cir.  1989).  Copies  of  these 
decisions  are  also  included  in  the 
rulemaking  record. 


V.  Major  Changes  to  the  Data  Base  for 
the  Final  Regulation 

This  section  describes  several  of  the 
most  significant  changes  to  the 
methodology  and  data  base  which  have 
occurred  since  the  proposals.  Other 
areas  of  change  and  issues  are  discussed 
in  other  sections  of  this  preamble,  the 
Development  Document,  the  Economic 
Impact  Analysis,  the  Regulatory  Impact 
Analysis,  and  the  record  for  this  rule. 

A.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 
1.  Engineering  Costs 

a.  BAT  and  NSPS  Costing 
Methodology.  The  costing  methodology 
for  the  final  rule  is  based  on  the  costing 
methodology  presented  in  the  March  13, 
1991  proposal.  However,  EPA  improved 
the  database  and  sought  additional 
confirmatory  data  in  response  to 
comments  on  the  proposal.  As 
discussed  in  the  Mar^  1991  proposal, 
EPA  created  a  database  and  computer 
models  to  generate  regionalized  costing 
estimates  for  the  handling  and  ultimate 
disposal  of  spent  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings.  The  database  consists  of 
the  following  elements; 

•  Projections  of  the  number  of  wells 
that  will  be  drilled  over  the  next  15-year 
period  in  each  geographic  remon. 

•  Characteristics  of  a  “model  well” 
describing  average  values  for  parameters 
such  as  well  depth,  volume  of  waste 
associated  with  drilling  activity,  use  of 
additives  to  aid  in  drilling,  and  length 
of  time  to  drill  a  well. 

•  Characteristics  of  drilling  wastes, 
specifying  pollutant  concentration  6md 
physical  properties  of  the  waste  specific 
to  certain  drilling  scenarios. 

•  Failure  rates  of  drilling  wastes  with 
respect  to  compliance  tests  for  certain 
discharge  limitations  (e.g.,  static  sheen, 
toxicity). 

•  Compliance  costs,  including 
analytical  costs  and  disposal  costs  for 
transportation  and  land  disposal  of 
drilling  wastes. 

The  data  were  entered  into  the 
computer  models  designed  to  predict 
regionalized  compliance  costs  and 
pollutant  removals  for  the  various 
regulatory  options  considered.  An 
analysis  of  each  option  was  conducted 
to  determine: 

•  Number  of  wells  afiected 

•  Cost  incurred  by  industry  to  comply 
with  the  regulation 

•  Volume  and  percent  of  drilling 
waste  requiring  onshore  disposal 

•  Direct  and  incidental  pollutant 
removal 

No  distinction  was  made  between  the 
BAT  and  NSPS  wells  for  compliance 
costing  because  of  the  negligible 
differential  in  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
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cuttings  compliance  costs  between  a 
new  well  drilled  as  an  existing  source 
and  one  drilled  as  a  new  source.  For 
BAT  and  NSPS,  the  computer  models 
identified  costs  and  pollutant  removals 
which  were  incremental  beyond  what 
was  required  for  "current”  levels  of 
control.  Current  control  levels  reflected 
existing  NPDES  permit  requirements 
that  EPA  considered  representative  of 
control  measures  in  practice.  The 
current  requirements  were  (and  are) 
often  more  stringent  than  BPT. 

b.  Costing  Assumptions.  In  projecting 
compliance  costs,  ^A  made  several 
assumptions  about  the  current  drilling 
practices  to  characterize  the  industry. 
These  assumptions  were  based  on 
Agency-s^nsored  analyses,  industry- 
sponsored  analyses,  and  public 
comments  from  previously  published 
proposals  or  notices  of  data  availability. 
Several  assumptions  presented  in  the 
rulemaking  record  as  part  of  the  March 
13, 1991  proposal  have  been  updated 
due  to  further  investigation  by  EPA  or 
through  submission  of  additional  data 
in  public  comments.  EPA’s  reevaluation 
of  costing  assumptions  has  led  to  a 
reduction  in  barite  usage  voliunes, 
barite  substitution  costs,  onshore 
disposal  volumes,  and  onshore  disposal 
costs.  The  following  paragraphs  discuss 
the  manner  in  which  assumptions 
presented  in  previous  costing  estimates 
have  been  revised  for  the  final  rule. 

The  estimated  volume  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  generated  have 
changed  slightly  due  to  revisions  in 
calculations  of:  the  average  well  depth, 
the  deep  well  depth,  and  the  percentage 
of  wells  greater  than  the  average  well 
depth.  The  determination  of  the 
volumes  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  generated  is  still  based  on  data 
and  the  methodology  presented  by  the 
Offshore  Operators  ^mmittee  report 
entitled  "Alternate  Disposal  Methods 
for  Muds  and  Cuttings:  Gulf  of  Mexico 
and  Georges  Bank,”  December  7, 1981. 
EPA  revised  the  average  model  well 
depths,  the  deep  well  depths,  and  the 
percentage  of  wells  greater  than  the 
average  well  depth  to  include  well 
depth  data  finm  the  API  Joint 
Association  Survey  on  Drilling  Costs  for 
a  period  of  five  years.  The  welt  depth 
data  used  for  the  March  1991  proposal 
was  based  on  one  year  of  data.  The 
revised  average  well  depths  for  the 
model  wells  are  as  follows:  10,559  feet 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  7,607  feet 
offshore  California,  and  10,633  feet 
offshore  Alaska. 

Since  deep  wells  (those  greater  than 
10,000  feet  in  depth)  require  larger  bore 
holes  and  thus  generate  greater  waste 
volumes,  it  is  important  to  consider  the 
frequency  of  drilling  deep  wells. 


Industry  drilling  data  were  used  to 
revise  estimates  of  the  typical  deep  well 
depths  as  follows:  13,037  feet  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico,  10,081  feet  offshore 
California,  and  12,354  feet  ofibhore 
Alaska.  The  proportion  of  wells  drilled 
deeper  than  10,000  feet  was  also 
revised.  At  proposal.  EPA  assumed  that 
30.8%  of  all  wells  would  be  deeper  than 
10,000  feet  and  that  percentage  was 
used  for  all  regions.  Based  on  data 
evaluated  for  this  final  rule,  EPA  revised 
estimates  of  the  proportion  of  deep 
wells  as  follows:  49  percent  in  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico,  42  percent  off  California,  and 
59  percent  ofi  Alaska.  At  proposal,  EPA 
used  the  waste  volumes  generated  by 
model  wells  to  estimate  onshore 
disposal  requirements.  In  reassessing 
these  estimates,  EPA  made  a  distinction 
between  the  waste  volumes  generated 
firom  model  wells  and  deep  wells  to 
more  accurately  characterize  pollutant 
removals  and  onshore  disposal 
requirements. 

In  the  March  1991  proposal,  EPA 
assumed  that  all  deep  wells  used  a 
mineral  oil-based  drilling  fluid  for  that 
footage  drilled  deeper  thw  10,000  feet. 
Several  industry  commenters  and  a 
trade  association  stated  that  fifteen 
percent  (15%)  is  a  more  representative 
estimation  of  the  oil-based  mud  usage 
for  deep  well  projects,  and  provided 
EPA  with  recent  data  on  usage  of  oil- 
based  drilling  fluids.  Upon  review  of 
this  data.  EPA  revised  its  computer 
model  to  assume  fifteen  percent  of  all 
wells  drilled  deeper  than  10,000  feet 
would  utilize  an  oil-based  drilling  fluid. 
The  application  of  this  assumption 
projects  a  lower  volume  of  drilling 
waste  requiring  onshore  disposal.  The 
previous  estimates  assumed  that  all 
drilling  wastes  generated  deeper  than 
10,000  feet  would  require  on^ore 
proposal  due  to  noncompliance  with  the 
free  oil  and  toxicity  limitations. 
However,  the  decrease  in  onshore 
disposal  volumes  based  on  new 
information  is  ofiset  by  the  new 
information  about  greater  numbers  of 
deep  wells  and  greater  volumes  finm 
deep  wells  due  to  larger  bore  hole 
diameters. 

Since  proposal,  EPA  also  revised  its 
assumptions  about  the  characteristics  of 
the  type  of  drilling  fluids  (ot  "muds”) 
used,  e.g.,  density  of  drilling  fluids.  In 
evaluating  comments  which  disputed 
pollutant  removal  estimates  for  drilling 
wastes,  EPA  revised  its  assumptions 
about  the  mud  compositions.  The 
methodology  used  in  the  proposal 
attempted  to  characterize  the  drilling 
fluids  used  in  different  portions  of  the 
well  based  on  drilling  depth,  lubricity, 
and  type  of  mud  (water-based  or  oil- 
based).  In  the  March  1991  proposal. 


EPA  made  assumptions  regarding  barite 
use  which  were  equivalent  to  the  barite 
concentration  in  a  relatively  high 
density  (18  pound  per  gallon)  drilling 
fluid.  Since  propo^,  ^A  has  learned 
that  such  hi^  density  drilling  fluids  are 
generally  u^  only  at  deep  well  depths 
or  for  unusual  circiunstances,  and  they 
are  not  considered  representative  of  the 
mud  systems  typically  used  in  ofishore 
drilling  projects.  Also,  EPA’s 
reevaluation  of  the  metals  loadings 
derived  bom  the  previous  mud 
compositions  revealed  incomplete  mass 
balances  with  the  barite  volumes  in  the 
muds  and  the  barium  concentrations  in 
the  metals  database.  (In  other  words,  the 
amoimt  of  barite  in  drilling  fluids  did 
not  correspond  to  the  measured  barium 
concentrations  in  the  discharge  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings.)  To 
alleviate  these  inconsistencies,  to 
simplify  the  costing  model,  and  to 
characterize  more  accurately  the  drilling 
fluids  used  by  the  industry,  EPA  revised 
the  estimated  mud  compositions  to  that 
of  a  drilling  fluid  with  an  average 
density  of  11  poimds  per  gallon  (ppg) 
based  on  a  review  of  discharge 
monitoring  report  data  and 
communications  with  industry  sources. 
EPA  considers  the  11  ppg  mud  to  be 
representative  of  a  fypical  drilling 
program  that  includes  low  density  muds 
used  for  the  initial  stages  of  drilling,  and 
the  medium  to  heavy  density  muds  used 
towards  completion  at  the  bottom  of  the 
well.  The  net  result  of  this  revised 
assumption  is  a  reduction  in  estimates 
of  barite  iisage,  barite  substitution  costs, 
and  pollutant  removals  for  the  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings. 

In  concert  with  revising  the  drilling 
fluid  composition,  EPA  revised  the  data 
characterizing  the  metals  content  in 
barite  to  more  closely  represent  the 
composition  of  a  typical  drilling  fluid. 
Barite  is  used  as  a  weighting  agent  to 
assist  in  controlling  downhole  pressure. 
EPA  derived  updated  metals 
concentrations  in  drilling  fluids  from  a 
statistical  analysis  of  the  APIAJSEPA 
Metals  Database.  This  database,  bom 
several  sampling  programs  conducted 
by  EPA  and  the  industry,  contains  end- 
of-pipe  metals  concentrations  in  drilling 
fluids.  EPA  presented  these  data  in  the 
rulemaking  record  for  the  March  13, 
1991  proposal.  The  metals  data  set 
includes  additional  elements  that  EPA 
determined  to  be  of  significant 
occurrence,  concentration  and  toxicity. 
In  addition  to  the  priority  pollutants 
presented  in  56  FR 10699,  EPA 
estimated  removals  for  aluminum,  iron, 
tin,  and  titanium. 

The  revised  costing  estimates  also 
include  updated  regionalized  onshore 
disposal  costs.  The  onshore  disposal 


12462  Federal  Register  /  Vol.  58,  No.  41  /  Thursday,  March  4,  1993  /  Rules  and  Regulations 


costs  presented  in  the  March  1991 
proposal  consisted  of  one  set  of  disposal 
costs  for  all  geographical  regions.  In  the 
reevaluation  of  the  costing  assumptions, 
EPA  distinguished  between  costs  for 
various  geographic  regions,  namely  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico,  California,  and  Alaska. 

Additional  reouirements  placed  on 
OCS  sources  under  the  recently 
promulgated  air  regulations  for  OCS 
sources  (57  FR  40792;  September  4, 

1992)  were  considered  in  developing 
compliance  costs  for  this  rule. 

Emissions  offset  costs  were  calculated 
for  all  wells  drilled  off  California,  since 
this  OCS  planning  area  is  adjacent  to  an 
onshore  nonattainment  area.  Offset  costs 
are  assumed  to  be  an  annual  expense 
and  are  included  in  the  annual  costs  for 
the  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
options.  Offset  costs  were  calculated  for 
nitrogen  oxide  and  hydrocarbon 
emissions  were  calculated  for  this 
regulation  based  on  annual  costs  of 
$15,000  per  ton  of  nitrogen  dioxide  and 
$5,000  per  ton  of  hydrocarbons. 

2.  Drilling  Waste  Pollutant  Loadings 
In  projecting  pollutant  reductions 
resulting  from  this  rule,  EPA  used  an 
expand^  data  set  some  of  which, 
although  included  in  the  rulemaking 
record  at  proposal,  had  been  receiv^ 
too  late  to  be  included  in  the  pollutant 
loadings  analysis  related  to  the  metals 
content  in  drilling  fluids.  The  updated 
metals  concentrations  were  derived 
from  a  statistical  analysis  of  the  API/ 
USEPA  Metals  Database.  These  data 
were  obtained  from  several  sampling 
programs  sponsored  by  EPA  and 
industry  and  represent  end-of-pipe 
metals  concentrations  of  drilling  fluids. 
In  addition  to  the  priority  pollutants 
used  in  loadings  for  the  proposal,  the 
pollutant  loadings  used  for  the  final  rule 
include  aluminum,  iron,  tin,  and 
titanium. 

EPA  also  updated  the  pmllutant 
loading  estimates  for  drill  cuttings.  In 
the  proposal,  EPA  based  its  loadings  on 
estimates  of  barite  concentration  in  the 
drill  cuttings.  In  evaluating  loadings  for 
the  final  rule,  EPA  determined  that 
previous  estimates  of  88  pounds  of 
barite  per  barrel  of  drill  cuttings  were 
overestimates.  The  revised  pollutant 
loading  estimates  for  drill  cuttings  in 
this  rule  are  based  on  the  pollutants 
present  in  the  drilling  fluid  adhering  to 
the  cuttings.  Five  percent,  by  volume,  of 
drilling  fluid  adheres  to  drill  cuttings 
after  separation. 

EPA’s  reuision  of  the  assumptions  on 
drilling  fluid  composition  also  reduced 
estimates  of  the  total  suspended  solid 
(TSS)  content  of  the  drilling  fluids.  The 
TSS  concentration  of  the  average 
drilling  fluid  density  (11  ppg)  serving  as 


the  basis  for  the  projections  for  this  rule 
is  less  than  that  of  the  higher  density 
drilling  fluid  previously  modeled  in  the 
1991  proposal. 


EPA  received  additional  data  on 
performance  of  gas  flotation  technology 
in  response  to  the  1991  proposal.  The 
improved  gas  flotation  technology  basis 
for  the  produced  water  limitations 
considered  for  this  final  rule  includes 
upstream  gravity  separation  and 
chemical  addition.  This  section 
summarizes  these  additional  data  and 
EPA’s  analysis,  and  presents  limitations 
based  on  EPA’s  analysis. 

Data  available  for  this  analysis 
included  those  collected  for  the  EPA’s 
30  Platform  Study  (1981),  the  Offshore 
Operators  Committee’s  (OOC)  42 
Platform  Study  (1990),  the  OOC’s  83 
Platform  Composite  Study  (1991),  and 
EPA’s  "Oil  Content  in  Produced  Brine 
on  Ten  Louisiana  Production  Platforms’’ 
(1981). 

For  the  EPA’s  30  Platform  Study,  OOC 
member  platforms  were  selected  based 
on  characteristics  such  as  wide 
geographical  distribution,  type  of 
production,  ownership  of  the  facility, 
and  other  non-random  considerations. 
Seven  of  these  thirty  platforms  used 
gravity  separation  and  chemical 
addition  followed  by  gas  flotation  to 
treat  their  produced  water.  All  oil  and 
grease  measurements  were  made  using 
EPA  Method  413.1,  a  process  for 
measuring  total  oil  and  grease.  Grab 
samples  of  influent  and  effluent  were 
measured. 

For  the  OOC’s  42  Platform  Study, 

OOC  member  platforms  were  selected. 
The  study  was  statistically  designed  to 
estimate  within-process  variation  and 
laboratory  variation.  However,  the 
sampling  procedures  used  in  the  study 
inflate  the  estimated  laboratory 
variation  with  some  sampling  variation. 
Total  oil  and  grease  measurements  were 
made  using  Method  413.1.  Grab  samples 
of  effluent  were  taken  according  to  a 
balanced  statistical  desim. 

For  the  OOC’s  83  Platform  Composite 
Study,  data  fit)m  four  studies  were 
combined.  These  four  studies  include 
EPA’s  30  Platform  Study,  OOC’s  42 
Platform  Study,  OOC’s  10  Platform 
Database,  and  OOC’s  12  Platform 
Refrigeration  Study.  The  two  additional 
OOC  studies  were  designed  in  a  fashion 
similar  to  that  used  for  OOC’s  42 
Platform  Study.  All  of  the  platforms  in 
the  OOC  studies  are  described  as 
conforming  to  specifications,  operating 
properly,  and  adding  chemicals  as 
needed.  All  oil  and  grease 


measurements  considered  here  were 
performed  using  Method  413.1  on  grab 
samples  of  effluent.  Again,  the  sampling 
procedures  used  inflate  the  laboratory 
variation  estimate  with  some  sampling 
variation. 

For  the  EPA’s  "Oil  Content  in 
Produced  Brine  on  Ten  Louisiana 
Production  Platforms,’’  platforms  were 
selected  based  on  size,  technology 
differences,  and  availability  of  living 
and  working  space.  Grab  samples  of 
influent  and  effluent  were  measured  for 
oil  and  grease  by  early  methods  for  total 
oil  and  grease,  insoluble  oil  and  grease, 
and  soluble  oil  and  grease.  Detailed 
information  regarding  the  treatment 
system  is  summarized  in  the  study 
report.  Samples  were  taken  according  to 
a  Glanced  statistical  design. 

All  available  oil  and  grease  data  for 
improved  gas  flotation,  as  measured  by 
Method  413.1  were  considered  in 
establishing  the  limitations  in  the  final 
rule.  After  screening  platforms  for 
compliance  with  current  BPT 
limitations,  EPA  appliev;  statistical 
methods  to  the  data  in  order  to  calculate 
the  long-term  average  concentration  of 
oil  and  grease  for  use  as  the  basis  of  the 
limitations.  Then  EPA  calculated 
percentiles  which  express  the 
relationship  between  the  long-term 
average  performance  and  the  variability 
to  be  expected  at  a  well-designed, 
operated,  and  maintained  platform.  The 
daily  maximum  limitation  is  set  such 
that  there  is  a  99  percent  probability 
that  a  physical  composite  sample  t^en 
from  the  median  performing  platform 
will  have  total  oil  and  grease 
measurements  less  than  or  equal  to  that 
concentration.  Each  physical  composite 
is  composed  of  fomr  grab  samples  taken 
during  a  single  day.  The  monthly 
average  limitation  is  set  such  that  there 
is  a  95  percent  probability  that  a 
monthly  average  of  physical  composite 
samples  taken  from  the  median 
performing  platform  will  have  total  oil 
and  mase  measiurements  less  than  or 
equal  to  that  concentration.  The 
monthly  average  is  the  arithmetic 
average  of  four  physical  composite 
sample  results  collected  during  the 
same  month  (during  a  30  day 
consecutive  period).  These  percentiles 
correspond  to  large  effluent  values  that 
would  rarely  be  exceeded  by  a  well- 
operated  treatment  system  and 
represents  levels  that  are  achievable  at 
all  times  under  normal  operating 
conditions. 

The  daily  maximum  limitation  for 
total  oil  and  grease  not  to  be  exceeded 
is  a  concentration  of  42  mg/1  and  the 
monthly  average  limitation  not  to  be 
exceed^  is  a  concentration  of  29  mg/1. 
Note  that  the  addition  of  new  data  and 


B.  Produced  Water 

1.  Gas  Flotation  Performance 
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the  modification  of  the  methodology  for 
approximating  percentiles  for  composite 
samples  measurements  based  on  grab 
sample  measurements,  each  done  in 
response  to  comments,  has  not  weatly 
changed  the  Agency’s  estimate  of  what 
limitations  would  ^  appropriate  based 
on  this  technology.  In  the  1991 
proposal,  EPA  presented  a  daily 
maximum  limitation  of  38  mg/1  and 
monthly  average  limitation  of  27  mg/1 
based  on  this  technology. 

2.  Produced  Water  Engineering  Costs 

The  costing  methodology  for 
produced  water  in  the  final  rule  is  the 
same  as  the  methodology  for  produced 
water  presented  in  the  March  13, 1991 
proposal.  However,  EPA  made  several 
changes  to  the  database  due  to 
comments  on  the  proposal  and  after 
EPA  conducted  further  analysis  of  the 
industry.  As  discussed  in  the  proposal, 
EPA  created  a  database  and  developed 
computer  models  to  generate 
regionalized  costing  estimates  for  the 
treatment  and  disposal  of  produced 
water.  The  database  consisted  of  the 
following  elements; 

•  Industry  profile  data  on  the  number 
and  type  of  platforms  and  produced 
water  discharge  rates. 

•  Projected  future  production 
activity. 

•  Produced  water  contaminant 
effluent  levels  associated  with  BPT 
treatment  and  with  BAT  and  NSPS 
treatment  options. 

•  Cost  to  implement  the  BAT  and 
NSPS  treatment  technology  options. 

Using  the  data  and  the  computer 
models,  EPA  predicted  regionalized 
compliance  costs  and  pollutant 
removals  for  the  various  regulatory 
options  as  defined  in  section  XIII  of  this 
Notice.  These  options  are  comprised  of 
three  potential  treatment  technologies 
for  BAT  and  NSPS;  the  three  treatment 
technologies  are: 

•  Improved  operating  performance  of 
gas  flotation  technology. 

•  Granular  filtration  and  subsequent 
surface  water  discharge. 

•  Granular  filtration  followed  by 
reinjection  of  the  produced  water  into 
any  compatible  geologic  formation. 

Similar  to  the  costing  methodology  for 
the  proposal,  the  per-platform  capital 
costs  for  the  treatment  equipment  and 
the  associated  annual  operating, 
maintenance  and  monitoring  costs 
(annual  costs)  were  developed  for 
modeled  treatment  systems  with  design 
capacities  of  200  barrels  per  day  (bpd), 
1,000  bpd,  5,000  bpd,  10,000  bpd,  and 
40,000  bpd  of  produced  water.  EPA 
derived  costs  for  these  systems  based  on 
vendor-supplied  data,  industry 
information,  and  cost  analyses 


conducted  by  the  Energy  Information 
Administration  of  the  Elepaitment  of 
Energy  (DOE/EIA).  Curves  depicting 
flow  rate  versus  cost  were  generated  to 
estimate  the  capital  and  annual  costs  for 
treatment  systems  with  capacities  other 
than  the  five  modeled  systems  for  which 
cost  data  were  collected. 

EPA  calculated  total  industry  costs  for 
each  treatment  option  using  the  per- 
platform  capital  and  annual  costs  and 
industry  profiles  of  current  and 
project^  future  production  activity  in 
three  geographical  offshore  areas,  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico,  California,  and  Alaska. 
EPA  did  not  develop  specific  industry 
costs  for  the  Atlantic  offshore  areas, 
including  Florida,  because  of  the  lack  of 
oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  in 
these  areas.  However,  the  costs  in  these 
regions  are  considered  similar  to  those 
developed  for  offshore  California 
because  conditions  in  these  areas  are 
more  analogous  to  California  than  to  the 
Gulf.  Because  of  the  extensive  amount 
of  activity  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  costs 
of  offshore  operations  in  the  Gulf  are 
somewhat  lower  than  in  California.  EPA 
expects  that  the  amount  of  any  future 
activity  in  the  Atlantic  or  off  the  coast 
of  Florida  will,  at  most,  approach  the 
amount  of  activity  in  California  rather 
than  the  amount  of  activity  in  the  Gulf. 
Accordingly,  EPA  projects  that  costs  for 
California  are  more  appropriate  for 
projecting  costs  in  these  other  areas. 

For  each  geographical  area,  EPA 
characterized  the  industry  as  a 
population  consisting  of  various 
platform  structure  types,  or  model 
platforms.  A  model  platform  was 
characterized  by  the  number  of  available 
well  slots  on  the  platform.  Each 
producing  well  is  brought  to  the 
wellhead  on  the  platform  through  a 
dedicated  well  slot.  The  number  of  well 
slots  on  a  platform  indicates  the 
maximum  number  of  producing  wells. 
The  model  platforms  were  further 
subdivided  based  on  whether  they 
produced:  (1)  Oil  only;  (2)  both  oil  and 
gas;  or  (3)  gas  only. 

For  each  “model  platform,”  EPA 
estimated  the  number  of  producing 
wells,  the  quantity  of  produced  water 
generated  (average  and  peak  flow),  and 
the  cost  to  implement  a  produced  water 
treatment  system.  Thus,  by  dividing  the 
industry  among  these  “model 
platforms,”  EPA  derived  estimates  of 
costs  and  pollutant  reductions. 

EPA  determined  contaminant 
removals  by  comparing  the  estimated 
effluent  levels  after  treatment  by  the 
BAT  and  NSPS  treatment  systems 
versus  the  effluent  levels  associated 
with  a  typical  BPT  treatment. 

The  computer  model  calculated  the 
capital  costs  for  each  model  platform  in 


each  region  based  on  the  maximum 
daily  produced  water  flow  rate  for  the 
given  platform.  The  maximum  daily 
flow  rate  for  each  modeled  platform 
determined  the  required  capacity  of  the 
treatment  system.  Interpolating  along 
the  “capital  cost-flowrate”  curve 
developed  for  the  five  modeled 
treatment  systems,  EPA  determined  the 
capital  costs  for  each  of  the  model 
platforms. 

The  computer  model  calculated  the 
annual  costs  for  each  model  platform  in 
each  region  based  on  the  average  daily 
produced  water  flow  rate  for  the  given 
platform.  The  average  daily  flow  rate  for 
each  modeled  platform  was  used  to 
determine  the  annual  costs. 

Interpolating  along  the  "annual  cost- 
flbwrate”  curve  developed  for  the  five 
modeled  treatment  systems,  EPA 
determined  the  annual  costs  for  each  of 
the  model  platforms. 

a.  Gas  Flotation  System  Capital  and 
Annual  Costs.  EPA  developed  gas 
flotation  equipment  costs  ^sed  on 
direct  contact  with  vendors  and 
manufacturers  of  offshore  gas  flotation 
equipment.  The  packaged  equipment 
costs  are  the  costs  for  the  complete  gas 
flotation  system  which  includes  the 
following:  a  skid-moimted  flotation 
unit,  complete  electrical  system,  oil  and 
water  outlets  brought  to  the  edge  of  the 
skid,  and  sufficient  instrumentation  for 
proper  operation. 

EPA  based  gas  flotation  space 
requirements  on  information  provided 
by  vendors  and  manufacturers  of 
offshore  gas  flotation  equipment.  Some 
existing  (BAT)  platforms  could  incur 
costs  for  additional  space  such  as  a 
cantilevered  deck.  A  cantilevered  deck 
or  wing  deck  can  be  added  along  one 
side  of  a  platform  to  increase  the  total 
square  footage  of  the  platform  deck.  For 
example,  a  one  hundred  foot  long 
cantilevered  deck  that  extends  ten  feet 
fi-om  the  edge  of  the  existing  platform 
deck  would  add  one  thousand  square 
feet  to  the  platform  deck.  EPA  estimated 
the  cost  of  additional  platform  space  at 
$250  per  square  foot  based  on 
information  obtained  horn  industry  and 
the  Department  of  Energy.  The  actual 
areas  required  by  the  gas  flotation 
systems  were  estimated  to  be  twice  the 
area  of  the  process  equipment 
“footprints”  that  were  furnished  by  the 
vendors.  The  additional  area  includes 
sufficient  space  for  any  additional 
process  equipment,  instrumentation, 
and  walkways.  For  the  NSPS  scenario, 
because  new  facilities  can  include  the 
gas  flotation  equipment  in  the  design  of 
the  platform,  ^A  determined  that  no 
additional  platform  space,  such  as  a 
cantilevered  deck,  would  be  required. 
(In  cases  where  new  sources  would  be 
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platfonns  that  exist  as  of  the  eSective 
date  of  the  offshore  guidelines,  the  cost 
of  adding  platform  space  has  been 
account^  for  in  costing  the  BAT 
limitations  for  existing  sources.)  This 
methodology  is  identical  to  that 
presented  in  the  proposal  for  other 
produced  vratM’  treatment  systems. 

The  aimual  curating  and 
maintenance  costs  for  Uie  gas  flotation 
treatment  systems  included  energy 
costs,  labor  costs,  and  typical  operating 
and  maintoaance  costs  such  as  polymer 
and/or  flocculation  enhancement 
chemicals  or  costs  for  pump  and  agitator 
maintenance  and  replacmnent. 

b.  Gmnular  Filtration  Capital  and 
Annua/  Costs.  The  basis  for  the  granular 
filtration  costing  is  similar  to  that  of  the 
Mardi  13. 1991  proponl.  EPA  contacted 
the  DOE/EIA  to  assist  in  reevaluating 
the  capital  and  annual  costs  for  granular 
filtration  systems  developed  for  the 
proposal.  ^A  used  informatian 
provided  by  DCfTEIA.  as  well  as 
additicmal  data  collected  by  EFA,  to 
update  cost  pro)ections  for  granular 
filtratkm  systems. 

In  revising  costs,  EPA  no  Icmger 
includes  capital  costs  for  chemical 
storage  or  electrical  generators.  Capital 
costs  associated  with  the  actual 
chemical  injection  system  are  included 
in  the  filtration  system  capital  costs. 
Storage  of  chemicals  is  induded  as  an 
annual  cost.  The  revised  costs  also 
exclude  previous  cost  projections  for 
extra  generators  to  provide  power  to 
operate  treatment  system  modifications. 
The  power  requirements  for  the 
filtraticm  system  (approximately  30 
horse{>ower)  are  minimal  in  comparison 
to  the  electrical  generation  capadty 
available  on  platfmms  and  the  existing 
generation  capacity  is  considered 
adequate  fm*  this  minimal  power 
requirement  increase.  The  revised 
costing  now  includes  capital  costs  for  a 
centri^ge  to  dewater  the  filtw 
backwash.  Backwash  dewatering  is 
necessary  to  minimize  the  space 
required  to  store  the  backwash  and 
minimize  the  transportation  and 
onshore  disposal  costs. 

The  revism  costing  assumes  that 
additional  deck  space  could  be  added  to 
the  platf(mn  for  systems  treating  up  to 
40,000  barrels  of  Moduced  water  per 
day.  This  is  based  on  data  showing  that 
filtration  systems  treating  up  to  this 
volume  could  be  installed  in  areas  of 
less  than  1,000  square  feet.  One 
tlrousand  (1,000)  square  feet  is  assumed 
to  be  the  largest  area  that  can  be  added 
to  a  platform  as  a  cantilevered  deck.  The 
costing  presented  in  the  March  1991 
proposal  had  assumed  that  all  filtration 
systems  processing  over  5,000  barrels 
per  day  0>pd)  would  have  area 


requiremmits  exceeding  1,000  square 
feet  and  thus  would  require 
construction  of  additional  platform 
structures.  EPA  recalculated  the  area 
requirements  for  this  final  rule  in 
consultation  with  DOE/EIA.  Filtration 
systems  treating  nuNre  than  40,000  bpd 
are  still  considered  to  exceed  the 
available  space  on  the  platfcmn 
(including  additional  capacity  from  a 
deck  addition),  thus  ccmstruction  of  a 
separate  platform  structure  would  be 
required. 

c.  Reinjection  Capita/  and  Annua/ 
Costs.  Part  of  the  basis  for  the 
reinjection  costing  methodology  is 
similar  to  that  of  the  granular  filtratiim 
optifMi  since  filtration  of  the  produced 
watw  is  typically  necessary  prior  to 
reinjecticm.  Without  this  pretreatment, 
fine  solids  can  plug  the  porea  of  the 
formation,  decreasing  the  capacity  of  the 
formation,  thus  preventing  the 
reinjection  of  the  produced  water.  For 
this  costing  estimation,  EPA  assumed 
that  multi-media  filtration  would  be  the 
pre-treatment  filtration  technology  used. 

The  capital  costs  for  pumps  aim 
injection  wells  were  revised  to  represent 
new  data  obtained  by  EPA.  The  I)OE/ 
EIA  developed  capital  costs  for  gas 
turbine  injection  pumps  which  reflect 
more  recent  (1991)  cost  data  and  are 
slightly  lower  than  the  costs  presented 
in  the  proposal.  Injection  well  costs 
were  revised  based  on  data  submitted 
with  industry  comments.  The  costs  for 
new  injection  wells  remained 
approximately  the  same  as  those 
presented  in  the  proposal,  but  the  costs 
to  recomplete  an  existing  dry  hole 
changed  significantly.  The  revised 
recompletion  costs  increased  from 
$240,000  per  well  to  $675,000  per  well. 

The  revised  capital  costs  for  the 
reinjection  option  also  do  not  include 
additional  costs  for  electrical  generators. 
Where  facilities  reinject,  gas-powered, 
rather  than  electrical,  injection  pumps 
are  generally  used.  Also,  construction  of 
separate  platform  structures  to  contain 
produceo  water  treatment  system 
modifications  are  not  anticipated  imless 
the  system  processes  over  40,000  barrels 
per  day  of  produced  water.  Based  on 
EPA  calculations  made  in  consultation 
with  DOE/EIA,  area  requirements  for 
injection  systems  treating  less  than 
40,000  bpd  are  less  than  1,000  square 
feet  and  can  be  met  by  constructing 
platform  additions  such  as  cantilevered 
decks. 

d.  Regiona/  and  Tota/  Industry  Costs. 
The  regional  costs  were  calculated 
based  on  the  per-platform  capital  and 
annual  costs  and  the  number  of 
platforms  within  each  geographical 
region.  Fcnt  the  purposes  of  d^ermining 
pr^uced  water  compliance  costs  fat 


this  rufo,  EPA  assumed  that  all  newly 
installed  production  and  development 
platfonns  would  be  new  sources.  EPA 
was  unable  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  existii^  platforms  would  be  used 
to  develop  new  hydrocarbon  reserves. 
While  an  existing  platform  moved  to  a 
new  location  for  development  or 
production  would  also  be  classified  as 
a  new  source,  compliance  costs  for  all 
existing  platforms  are  included  as  BAT 
costs  in  ^is  rule.  Since  BAT  limitations 
are  equal  to  NSPS,  to  ascribe  both  BAT 
and  NSPS  costs  of  compliance  to  one 
facility  would  double-count  the  costs  of 
compliance  with  the  rule.  Also.  EPA  is 
unaware  of  any  existing  contractual 
oblirations  which  could  result  in  new 
production  and  development  platfcums 
being  classified  as  existing  sources.  For 
this  rule,  new  production  and 
development  platforms  are  included  as 
new  sources. 

Based  on  information  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  as 
presented  in  the  March  1991  proposal, 
EPA  estimated  that  thirty-seven  percent 
(37%)  of  existing  platforms  curtMitly 
pipe  their  produced  water  to  shore  for 
treatment.  Therefore  when  developing 
the  regional  costs,  only  sixty-three 
percent  (63%)  of  the  total  number  of 
existing  platforms  and  one  hundred 
percent  (100%)  of  new  platforms  were 
assigned  offshore  treatment  costs. 
Onshore  treatment  costs  were  assigned 
to  those  facilities  currently  piping  to 
shore.  Onshore  treatment  costs  are 
deteuled  in  section  V.B.2.e  of  this 
preamble.  EPA  cost  projections  for  new 
platforms  indicate  that  the  cost  of 
offshme  treatment  will  be  less  than  the 
combined  cost  of  installing  piping  and 
establishing  onshore  treatment  facilities. 
Thus,  EPA  assumed  all  new  sources  will 
treat  water  offshore.  The  total  industry 
costs  for  the  granular  filtration  and  the 
reinjection  option  are  the  sum  of  the 
redonal  costs  for  each  treatment  option. 

The  total  capital  costs  for  gas  flotation 
were  more  complicated  to  determine 
because  many  operatcffs  currently  use 
the  gas  flotation  technology  to  comply 
with  the  current  BPT  regulations.  To 
avoid  over-costing  by  assigning  capital 
costs  to  all  platforms,  EPA  predicted  the 
number  of  existing  platforms  that 
currently  have  gas  notation  systems  and 
the  number  of  platforms  that  will  have 
to  install  new  flotation  systems.  The 
following  ptaragraphs  explain  EPA's 
basis  for  its  estimate  of  the  total 
industry  costs  for  the  gas  flotation 
option. 

EPA  determined  that  to  achieve  BAT 
oil  and  grease  limitations  based  on 
improv^  performance  of  gas  flotation 
technology,  operators  who  currently 
have  gas  flotation  treatment  systems 
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would  continue  to  use  the  same 
treatment  units,  although  some  changes 
to  those  systems  or  their  manner  of 
operation  might  be  necessary.  For 
existing  platforms  that  do  not  ciirrently 
have  gas  flotation  systems  and  can  not 
meet  the  limitations  of  the  final  rule 
with  their  currently  installed  treatment 
systems,  some  form  of  add-on  treatment 
would  be  necessary.  For  costing 
purposes.  EPA  assumed  that  all 
facilities  currently  without  gas  flotation 
systems  are  unable  to  meet  the  BAT  (or 
for  new  sources,  NSPS)  limitations,  and 
that  flotation  imits  would  need  to 
installed.  This  assumption  does  not  take 
into  consideration  the  fact  that  other 
treatment  technologies  currently  used 
by  the  operators  are  available  for  use, 
such  as  parallel  plate  coalescers, 
corrugated  plate  interceptors, 
hydrocyclones,  or  filtration,  and  their 
use  may  enable  operators  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  rule  without 
requiring  installation  of  flotation  units. 
(The  establishment  of  an  effluent 
limitation  based  on  a  given  technology 
does  not  require  use  of  the  treatment 
technology  upon  which  the  limitation  is 
based.)  A  report  prepared  in  1984  for 
the  Offshore  Operators  Committee 
(OOC)  found  that  thirteen  percent  (13%) 
of  319  outer  continental  shelf  (OCS) 
facilities  surveyed  at  that  time  used 
flotation  systems  for  treatment  of 
produced  water.  Since  that  same  study 
noted  that  nearly  all  new  platforms  were 
expected  to  install  gas  flotation  systems 
for  produced  water  treatment  and 
considering  that  the  profile  would  likely 
have  changed  in  the  years  since  that 
survey  was  conducted,  EPA  collected 
information  fit)m  the  Minerals 
Management  Service  and  various 
industry  sources  to  update  projections 
of  existing  gas  flotation  systems.  EPA 
learned  from  MMS,  whic^  during  1990 
conducted  1,677  drilling  inspections 
and  4,830  production  inspections,  that 
approximately  thirty-five  percent  (35%) 
of  the  offshore  facilities  in  Gulf  of 
Mexico  are  now  using  gas  flotation 
systems  for  produced  water  treatment. 
The  distribution  of  gas  flotation 
systems,  in  conjimction  with  capital  and 
annual  cost  data  compiled  for  flotation 
systems  was  used  to  estimate  total 
compliance  costs. 

EPA  calculated  the  BAT  annual 
operating  and  maintenance  (O&M)  costs 
using  the  projections  of  existing  gas 
flotation  systems  discussed  above.  For 
those  platforms  that  already  have  gas 
flotation  imits  installed,  the  annual 
O&M  costs  of  complying  with  BAT 
limitations  based  on  improved 
performance  of  gas  flotation  are 
estimated  to  be  higher  than  their  current 


annual  O&M  costs  because  of 
modifications  and  enhancements 
needed  to  improve  system  performance. 
Enhanced  removals  of  oil  and  grease  can 
be  achieved  by  existing  gas  flotation 
systems  through  closer  supervision  of 
the  units  by  the  platform  operators, 
additional  monitoring  of  operating 
parameters,  proper  sizing  of  the  unit  to 
improve  hydraulic  loading,  additional 
maintenance  of  the  process  equipment, 
and  addition  and/or  proper  usage  of 
flocculation  enhancement  chemicals. 
These  costs  are  incremental  to  the 
current  annual  O&M  costs.  EPA 
estimates  that  the  additional  labor  and 
other  improvements  necessary  to 
achieve  compliance  with  BAT  limits 
will  approximately  double  the  annual 
O&M  costs  for  existing  flotation  systems 
currently  achieving  BPT  quality 
effluent. 

Existing  facilities  needing  to  install  a 
gas  flotation  unit  (or  other  technology) 
to  comply  with  the  limit  are  projected 
to  incur  costs  to  design  and  select  a 
treatment  system  to  meet  the  BAT  oil 
and  grease  limit.  Total  annual  O&M 
costs  for  existing  platforms  that  will 
need  to  install  gas  flotation  were 
determined  to  be  approximately  ten 
percent  (10%)  of  the  capital  costs  of  the 
new  flotation  system.  EPA  notes  that  the 
BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  of  the  final 
rule  are  based  on  data  from  existing 
facilities  identified  as  being 
representative  of  platforms  having  well- 
operated  gas  flotation  units.  Thus, 
although  not  all  existing  facilities  with 
gas  flotation  units  would  be  expected  to 
already  be  meeting  the  BAT  and  NSPS 
oil  and  grease  limits  of  this  rule,  the 
data  shows  that  a  portion  of  the  industry 
can  already  comply  with  the  limitations 
of  this  final  rule  without  incurring  an 
additional  cost.  Because  EPA  does  not 
know  how  many  of  these  facilities 
would  be  able  to  comply  without 
incurring  additional  cost,  no  allowance 
is  made  in  EPA’s  cost  projections  to 
exclude  such  facilities  in  determining 
the  cost  of  compliance  for  this  rule. 
Thus,  EPA  is  confident  that  compliance 
costs  are  not  imderestimated  and  may 
even  be  overestimated  by  up  to  20—40 
percent.  On  balance,  however,  EPA 
believes  these  cost  projections 
reasonably  reflect  the  aggregate 
compliance  costs  for  the  entire 
subcategory. 

The  1984  industry  (OOC)  report  stated 
that  even  in  the  absence  of  produced 
water  limitations  more  stringent  than 
BPT,  eighty  percent  (80%)  of  new 
development  and  production  platforms 
would  M  designed  with  gas  flotation 
systems  for  treatment  of  produced 
water.  Thus,  EPA  based  compliance  cost 
projections  on  the  assumption  that  in 


the  absence  of  NSPS  limitations  twenty 
percent  (20%)  of  new  platforms  would 
not  include  a  flotation  unit  in  their 
treatment  system  design.  This  twenty 
percent  (20%)  of  new  platforms  are 
considered  to  incur  an  incremental  cost 
to  comply  with  NSPS  limitations. 

In  estimating  NSPS  capital  costs,  EPA 
assumed  that  it  was  necessary  for  the 
operator  to  add  a  flotation  system  to  the 
produced  water  treatment  system.  The 
entire  costs  for  adding  on  such  a  system 
were  used  in  EPA’s  economic  impact 
analyses.  EPA  notes  that  although  some 
new  platforms  would  not  have  planned 
to  install  flotation  systems,  the 
platforms  would  have  contained  some 
other  type  of  treatment  technology  and 
it  is  entirely  possible  that  the  alternative 
system  would  enable  compliance 
without  incurring  additional  costs  to 
comply  with  the  NSPS  limitations.  EPA 
also  notes  that  by  adding  on  a  flotation 
system  to  comply  with  NSPS  limits,  the 
operator  may  actually  forego  installation 
of  other  produced  water  treatment  imits, 
with  the  result  being  that  the  gas 
flotation  unit  would  serve  as  a 
replacement  system  rather  than  an  add¬ 
on  system,  incurring  no,  or  reduced, 
incremental  costs.  However,  in  costing 
this  rule  it  has  been  assumed  that  an 
add-on  treatment  system  will  be 
required  and  costs  of  entire  flotation 
systems  for  20  percent  (20%)  of  all  new 
platforms  have  been  included. 

For  those  eighty  percent  (80%)  of  new 
platforms  that  are  expected  to  include 
gas  flotation  in  the  original  design, 
capital  costs  consist  only  of  an 
engineering  redesign  cost  and  not  a  new 
unit  cost.  It  is  assumed  that  the  gas 
flotation  units  included  in  the  existing 
design  of  the  new  platforms  were  able, 
at  a  minimum,  to  achieve  the  current 
BPT  oil  and  grease  limitations.  For  these 
systems  to  a^ieve  the  more  stringent 
limitations  of  this  final  rule,  EPA 
assumed  that  there  may  be  an  additional 
cost  to  upgrade  the  system.  A  design 
upgrade  could  consist  of  increasing  the 
system’s  retention  time  through 
increasing  the  cell  size  or  the  addition 
of  another  cell,  maximizing  separation 
efficiency  through  properly  sizing 
rotors,  gas  dispersers,  and  chemical 
injection  equipment,  and  optimizing  the 
system’s  performance  through  the 
addition  of  state-of-the-art 
instrumentation  and  controls.  This 
system  redesign  cost  was  estimated  at 
fifteen  percent  (15%)  of  the  NSPS 
flotation  system  capital  cost. 

The  NSPS  annual  O&M  costs  for  new 
platforms  were  calculated  using  the 
same  NSPS  profile  used  in  the 
development  of  the  NSPS  capital  costs. 
For  the  twenty  percent  (20%)  of  new 
platforms  assumed  to  not  already 
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include  fk)tati(»  systems  in  the  design, 
the  annual  costs  are  ten  percent  (10%) 
of  the  capital  costs.  However,  for  those 
new  platfmms  that  already  have 
flotation  systems  in  the  design  plans  of 
the  facility,  there  are  no  incremental 
annual  costs  for  compliance  with  the 
NSPS  limitations.  EPA  assumed  that 
since  there  is  a  flotation  system  in  the 
design  of  a  facility,  thrae  are  also  annual 
costs  associated  with  operation  of  that 
system  in  the  financial  pro)ection  of  that 
project.  The  improved  performance  of 
that  system  has  been  accounted  for  by 
improving  the  design  parameters  of  the 
flotation  system. 

Additional  requirements  placed  on 
CXIS  sources  under  the  recently 
promulgated  air  regulatitms  for  CX^S 
sources  (57  FR  40792)  were  also 
considered  in  developing  compliance 
costs  for  this  rule.  Emissions  offset  costs 
were  calculated  for  all  facilities  located 
off  the  Southmn  California  coc»t,  since 
this  OCS  planning  area  is  adjacent  to  an 
onshore  ncmattainment  area.  Offset  costs 
are  assumed  to  be  an  annual  expense 
and  are  included  in  the  annual  O&M 
costs  for  the  produced  water  treatment 
options.  Off^  costs  were  calculated  for 
nitrogen  oxide  and  hydrocarbon 
emissions  were  calculated  for  this 
regulation  based  on  annual  costs  of 
$15,000  per  ton  of  nitrogen  dioxide  and 
$5,000  per  ton  of  hydrorarbons. 

e.  Onshcm  Treatment  Costs.  EPA 
assumed  that  those  fodlitias  currently 
piping  produced  vrater  to  shore  for 
treatment  would  continue  to  do  so  and 
no  additional  offshore  treatment  would 
be  necessary.  Since  they  are  treating  and 
discharging  produced  water  which 
original  in  the  ofbhora  subcategory, 
the  (mshore  treatment  facilities  are 
required  to  meet  the  ml  and  grease 
limitations  of  this  final  rule  and  are 
expected  to  achieve  compliance  through 
either  upgrading  existing  equipment  or 
installing  new  treatment  equipm«it.  For 
this  costing  exercise,  EPA  evaluated  the 
costs  fm  installing  new  equipment  at 
the  onshore  treatment  facihties.  For  the 
37  percent  of  the  facilities  pi[Hng  to 
shore  for  treatment.  EPA  developed 
costs  for  onshme  treatment  by  gas 
flotation,  granular  filtratimi.  and 
reinjection  technologies. 

Tne  onshore  treatment  costs  were 
evaluated  for  both  the  BAT  and  NSPS 
scenarios.  However,  fm  the  NSPS 
scenario.  EPA  pn^ects  that  the  cost  to 
install  piping  to  the  o&hore  facility 
would  greatfy  exceed  the  costs  of 
installing  the  necessary  treatment 
control  technology  onsite  at  the  o&hore 
platforms.  Thus,  EPA  predicts  that  no 
new  sources  will  pipe  produced  water 
to  shore  for  treatment.  Although  EPA 
was  unable  to  determirM  the  extent  to 


which  it  might  happen,  it  is  possible 
that  in  some  instances  new  sources  may 
reduce  onshore  treatment  costs  by 
sharing  an  existing  pipeline  to  shore. 

The  oasis  for  the  onshme  troetmmt 
system  costs  are  similar  to  the  offdiore 
per-platform  system  costs,  although 
there  are  a  faw  exceptimu.  The 
exceptions  are:  (1)  The  offshore 
installation  factor  of  3.5  was  not  used 
(The  multiplier  is  applied  to  onshore 
costs  to  account  fm  the  increased  cost 
of  transporting  and  installing  equipment 
offshore.  Hie  multiplier  is  iOMitical  to 
that  value  used  at  proposal  and  was 
dwived  based  on  information  supplied 
by  DOE/EIA,  equipment  vendors, 
service  providers,  and  other  industry 
commenters);  (2)  there  were  no  costs  for 
platform  additions;  and  (3)  no  centrifuge 
cost  was  assigned  for  the  onshore 
filtration  or  reinjection  options.  EPA 
assumed  that  a  cmitrifuge  would  be 
unnecessary  to  dewater  the  filtw 
backwash  because  adequate  space 
would  be  available  at  an  onshore 
treatment  facility  to  capture,  settle  and 
store  backwash  volumes 'from  the 
granular  filter. 

3.  Membrane  Filtration 

EPA  reexamined  the  applicability  of 
membrane  filtration  teclmology  for  the 
treatment  of  produced  water  as  a  result 
of  additional  data  obtained  oa  the 
technology  and  numerous  comments  on 
the  March  13, 1991  proposal.  In  April 
1991,  EPA  conduct^  a  sampling 
program  of  the  only  full-scale  ceramic 
membrane  filtratkm  unit  processing  oil 
field  produced  water  in  the  United 
States. 

EPA’s  reevaluation  of  membrane 
filtration  technology  concluded  that 
membrane  filtration  technology  is  still 
in  the  development  phase  for 
applications  in  the  treatment  of 
produced  water.  EPA’s  sampling 
program  clearly  indicated  that  the 
technology  is  capable  of  substantially 
reducing  the  quantities  of  soluble  and 
insoluble  organics  found  in  produced 
water.  However,  despite  the  outstanding 
pollutant  removal  performance  erf  the 
ceramic  membrane  filtration  unit,  the 
unit  experienced  opiating  pitrf)lem8 
which  preclude  long-term  continuous 
treatment  of  the  entire  produced  water 
stream  to  the  effluent  levels  presented 
in  the  proposal.  The  sampling  program 
brought  to  light  several  operational 
difficulties  that,  according  to  the 
operator,  are  experienced  «vith  the  full 
scale  imiL  The  most  significant  proUem 
experienced  with  that  unit  was  ^ling 
of  the  membrane.  The  operates 
identified  several  conditions 
responsible  for  significant  fouling  of  the 
membrane  surface.  These  conditions 


are:  sea  water  in  the  produced  water 
stream  from  the  deck  washdown  system, 
high  oil  and  grease  loadings  on  the 
membrane  during  upsets,  and  the 
presence  of  productimi  chemicals  in  the 
produced  water.  Membrane  fouling 
results  in  a  significant  reduction  of  flux 
across  the  membrane  and  ultimate 
shutdown  of  the  \mit  for  chemical 
cleaning.  As  a  result,  the  unit  was 
operated  at  twenty  percent  (20%)  of  the 
rated  design  capacity  and  shutdowns  for 
cleaning  were  reported  to  be  frequent. 

An  additional  adverse  effect  was 
reported  to  result  from  recycling  of  the 
oil  phase  of  the  membrane  retenate 
stream  back  into  the  produced  water 
treatment  system.  Cbmnicals  added  to 
the  filtration  unit  which  become 
entrained  in  the  oil  phase  reportedly 
result  in  decreased  separation  efficiency 
in  the  upstream  separation  unit  (heater- 
treater). 

EPA  also  received  several  comments 
regarding  the  proposal’s  selection  of 
membrane  filtration  as  a  preferred 
technology.  These  cmnments  paralleled 
EPA’s  conclusimi  that  membrane 
filtration  is  not  technically  available  as 
a  BAT  or  NSPS  treatment  option  at  this 
time.  The  commenters  provided  data 
obtained  from  the  same  full  scale  system 
evaluated  by  the  EPA  and  a  pilot  scale 
unit  operating  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
Commenters  also  provided  information 
on  a  polymeric  membrane  filtration 
pilot  vinit  being  tested  in  the  North  Sea 
and  a  literature  study  which  reviewed 
data  furnished  by  manufactxuers  and  oil 
companies  regarding  five  different 
membrane  filtration  systems. 

4.  Produced  Water  Pollutant  Loadings 

Similarly  to  the  March  1991  proposal, 
pollutant  removals  for  the  different 
regulatory  options  of  the  final  rule  were 
determine  by  comparing  the  estimated 
effluent  levels  of  pollutants  after 
treatment  by  the  BCT/BAT/NSPS 
treatment  system  (improved 
performance  of  gas  flotation,  filtration, 
or  reinjection]  versus  the  effluent  levels 
of  pollutants  associated  with  a  typical 
BFT  treatment  (gas  flotation  or  gravity 
separation). 

m  the  March  1991  proposal,  EPA 
characterized  BPT  treatment  using  data 
from  the  30  Platform  Sfridy.  Comments 
received  subsequent  to  the  proposal 
stated  that  certain  pollutants  fikuKl 
present  in  other  studies  of  produced 
water  effluent  had  been  excliided  by 
EPA  and  resulted  in  pollutant  removals 
being  underestimated.  Several 
commenters  also  disputed  the  presence 
of  one  pollutant  included  in  EPA’s  BPT 
characterization. 

In  response  to  the  comments  received 
regarding  BPT  characterization.  EPA 
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I  developed  an  expanded  data  set  based 
on  published  studies  which  included 
characteristics  of  produced  water.  As  a 
result  of  this  reanalysis,  one  pollutant, 
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,  was  deleted 
and  anthracene,  benzofalpyrene, 
chlorobenzene,  di-n-butylpthalate,  total 
xylenes,  cadmium,  lead,  nickel  and 
radium  were  added  to  the  list  of 
pollutants  present  in  produced  water 
DPT  effluent. 

Based  on  the  presence  of  the 
pollutants  in  DPT  effluent,  BAT  and 
!  NSPS  pollutant  reductions  were 
;  reassessed  for  granular  filtration  systems 
based  on  “three  facility  study”  data, 
j  Data  from  gas  flotation  units  determined 
to  be  demonstrating  improved 
performance  in  the  30  Platform  Study 
were  the  primary  basis  for  determining 
pollutant  reductions  firom  improved 
performance  of  gas  flotation. 

C.  Produced  Sand 

The  methodology  used  to  determine 
compliance  costs  for  the  zero  discharge 
limitation  for  produced  sand  is  based  on 
produced  sand  generation  rate 
estimates,  onshore  disposal  costs  at 
permitted  exploration  and  production 
waste  disposal  facilities,  and  onshore 
disposal  costs  at  permitted  low  level 
radioactivity  disposal  facilities.  EPA 
determined  that  no  direct  marine 
transportation  costs  (from  the  platform 
to  shore)  would  be  associated  with  the 
zero  discharge  requirement  based  on 
data  from  the  Offshore  Operators 
Committee  (OOC)  produced  sand  survey 
and  additional  information  on  produced 
sand  handling  and  disposal  practices 
submitted  by  the  OOC.  This  information 
indicates  that  produced  sand  collected 
regularly  through  operation  of 
desanders  and  blowdowns  through 
valves  on  vessels  accounts  for  less  than 
ten  percent  of  the  volumes  of  sand 
collected  annually.  The  majority  of  sand 
is  collected  during  scheduled  cleanouts. 
The  information  also  indicates  that 
ninety  percent  (90%)  or  more  of  the 
produced  water  treatment  system 
cleanouts  produce  less  than  100  barrels 
of  produced  sand  per  cleanout.  The 
cleanouts  occur  during  a  platform 
shutdown  and  the  typical  cleanout  cycle 
is  once  every  three  to  five  years. 
Therefore,  ^A  concluded  that  the 
volume  of  produced  sand  collected  from 
vessel  blowdowns  is  small  enough  that 
operators  are  able  to  use  the  supply 
boats  that  service  offshore  platforms  on 
a  frequent  and  regular  basis,  rather  than 
contract  for  dedicated  vessels  to 
transport  the  waste  to  shore.  The 
produced  sand  collected  during  tank 
and  vessel  cleanouts  are  tj'pically  small 
volumes  that  can  be  transported  to  shore 
using  either  the  regularly  scheduled 


supply  boats  or  the  work  boats  chartered 
to  support  the  sand  removal  or  other 
general  maintenance  during  the 
platform  shutdown. 

Data  evaluated  by  EPA  for  this  rule 
indicates  a  generation  rate  of  one  barrel 
of  produced  sand  for  every  2,000  barrels 
of  oil  produced.  EPA  calculated 
produced  sand  volumes  using  peak  year 
oil  production  estimates  from  tne 
Minerals  Management  Service.  Data 
from  the  produced  sand  survey 
indicated  that,  in  1989,  thirty-four 
percent  (34%)  of  the  produced  sand 
generated  was  hauled  to  shore  for 
disposal.  The  industry  does  not  incur 
any  incremental  compliance  costs  under 
this  rule  for  that  portion  of  the  produced 
sand  which  is  already  being  disposed  of 
onshore.  For  determining  the 
incremental  costs  of  the  zero  discharge 
requirement  of  this  rule,  EPA  based  its 
costs  projections  on  the  produced  sand 
volume  being  discharged  offshore  (66 
percent  of  all  produced  sand  generated). 

In  December  1991,  the  MMS  Gulf  of 
Mexico  Regional  Office  issued  a  Letter 
to  Lessees  (LTL)  providing  guidance 
limiting  ocean  discharges  of  produced 
sand  contaminated  with  naturally 
occurring  radioactive  materials  (NORM). 
This  LTL  notified  operators  that,  under 
authority  provided  MMS,  discharges  of 
produced  sand  with  a  radiation  dose 
rate  greater  than  25  microroentgen  per 
hour  would  not  be  approved.  NORM  is 
formed  by  co-precipitation  of  soluble 
radium  from  the  formation  water 
(produced  water)  along  with  barium 
sulfate,  calcium  carbonate,  and  other 
scale-producing  constituents.  These 
precipitates  (as  scale)  collect  in  the 
separator  tank  bottoms  (solids)  along 
with  the  produced  sand.  Radionuclide 
data  included  in  the  produced  sand 
survey  indicated  that  NORM  levels  for 
some  of  the  produced  sand  volumes 
previously  discharged  to  the  ocean  (in 
1989)  exceed  the  current  MMS 
guidelines  and  would  now  require 
onshore  disposal.  Therefore,  ^A  notes 
that  the  percentage  of  produced  sand 
being  discharged  to  sea  may  actually  be 
less  than  66  percent  of  the  total  volume 
generated.  Since  the  MMS  guidelines 
are  interim  guidance  and  could 
conceivably  be  withdrawn,  EPA  has 
continued  to  project  compliance  costs 
based  on  transporting  66  percent  (66%) 
of  produced  sand  generated  annually  to 
shore  for  disposal.  The  possible 
presence  of  NORM  in  produced  sand 
did  not  drive  EPA’s  determination  that 
zero  discharge  is  appropriate  for  this 
wastestream;  however,  because  some 
produced  sand  contains  NORM,  EPA 
did  consider  the  presence  of  NORM  for 
the  purpose  of  estimating  compliance 
costs  for  the  zero  discharge  limitations. 


EPA  used  the  data  on  radioactivity 
levels  in  produced  sand  to  estimate 
average  radium  concentrations  for  the 
produced  sand  wastestream.  The 
radioactivity  data  submitted  provides 
either  exposure  rates  expressed  in 
microRoentgens  per  hour  (microR/hr)  or 
concentrations  expressed  in  picocuries 
per  gram  (pCi/g).  Average  ramum 
concentrations  and  the  incremental 
increase  in  the  volume  of  produced 
sand  hauled  to  shore  provided  the  basis 
for  estimating  radium  removals.  For  the 
reduced  sand  volumes  considered  to 
ave  elevated  NORM  levels  (25  percent 
of  produced  sand  according  to  OOC 
data),  EPA  assigned  costs  for  disposal  at 
low  level  radioactivity  disposal 
facilities.  Produced  sand  containing 
NORM  above  these  levels  may  not 
actually  require  disposal  at  low-level 
radioactivity  disposal  fecilities.  To 
ensure  compliance  costs  for  zero 
discharge  were  not  underestimated, 
however,  EPA  considers  using  this 
methodology  to  be  an  appropriate  basis 
to  project  incremental  costs  of  this  rule. 
For  the  remaining  volumes  of  produced 
sand  (without  elevated  NORM  levels) 
brought  to  shore  for  disposal,  EPA 
assigned  costs  for  disposal  at  licensed 
commercial  oilfield  waste  disposal 
facilities. 

The  pollutant  loadings  calculations 
also  estimated  reductions  in  discharges 
of  oil  and  total  suspended  solids.  The 
loadings  were  calculated  based  on  the 
reductions  in  produced  sand  discharges 
to  the  ocean.  Oil  removals  were 
calculated  using  an  average  oil  content 
in  washed  produced  sand  of  1.63 
percent  based  on  data  submitted  in 
response  to  the  proposal. 

D.  Well  Treatment,  Completion  and 
Workover  Fluids 

This  rule  requires  well  treatment, 
completion  and  workover  fluids  to  meet 
oil  and  grease  limitations  based  on  the 
technology  of  cotreating  these  fluids 
with  the  produced  water  treatment 
system.  Based  on  information  provided 
by  industry  commenters,  the  technology 
of  commingling  these  fluids  with 
produced  water  is  available.  Treating 
these  fluids  with  produced  water  is 
considered  to  incur  no,  or  minimal, 
additional  compliance  costs.  Costs  to 
operate  properly  the  produced  water 
treatment  system  and  monitor  for 
compliance  are  accounted  for  in  the 
compliance  cost  projections  for 
produced  water.  Some  facilities  may  be 
unable  to  treat  well  treatment, 
completion  and  workover  fluids  with 
the  produced  water  and  would  incur 
compliance  costs  under  this  rule.  The 
following  paragraphs  discuss  the  costing 
methodology  for  those  facilities. 
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EPA  used  information  submitted  by 
industry  commenters  to  determine  most 
multiple-well  facilities  are  able  to  treat 
the  treatment,  completion  and  workover 
fluids  in  the  produced  water  treatment 
system.  Because  facilities  with  fewer 
than  ten  producing  wells  generate  a 
relatively  low  volume  of  produced 
water,  there  is  a  potential  for  upset  of 
the  treatment  systems  due  to  inadequate 
equalization  of  wastewaters.  For 
facilities  with  fewer  than  ten  well  slots, 
EPA  developed  compliance  costs  based 
on  the  technology  of  capturing  and 
transporting  the  wastes  to  shore  for 
treatment  and/or  disposal.  No 
additional  compliance  costs  are 
projected  for  the  offshore  facilities  (37 
percent  of  existing  facilities)  that  pipe 
their  produced  water  to  shore  for 
treatment.  Because  of  the  large  volumes 
of  produced  water  treated  at  these 
onshore  sites.  EPA  believes  the 
treatment,  completion  and  workover 
fluids  could  be  commingled  with  the 
produced  water  wastestream  without 
causing  treatment  system  upset.  The 
onshore  facility  can  adequately  treat  the 
occasional  slug  of  treatment  fluids  and 
still  maintain  compliance  with  BAT  and 
NSPS  limitations. 

Based  on  industry  comments,  well 
workovers  or  treatment  jobs  were 
determined  to  occur,  on  average, 
approximately  every  four  yecus. 
According  to  industry  comments  and 
literature,  workover  fluids  are  typically 
reused  at  least  once  and  treatment  fluids 
can  only  be  used  once.  The  workover 
and  treatment  fluids  volumes  and 
onshore  disposal  costs  estimates  are 
averages  based  on  the  fifteen  year  period 
evaluated  for  this  rule.  Average  yearly 
disposal  costs  were  developed  because 
workover  and  treatment  fluids  volumes 
are  not  generated,  and  hence  costs  are 
not  incurred,  until  four  years  after  well 
completion  and  subsequently  every  four 
years  thereafter.  The  well  completion 
fluids  volumes  and  onshore  disposal 
cost  estimates  are  based  on  a  yearly 
average  projection  of  wells  drilled  over 
the  fifteen  years  following 
promulgation. 

The  typical  discharge  volumes 
associated  with  workover,  treatment, 
and  completion  have  been  revised  since 
the  proposal  based  on  industry 
comments.  The  volume  of  workover  and 
completion  fluids  generated  is  estimated 
to  average  300  barrels  per  well.  This 
volume  accounts  for  a  preflush  and 
postflushing  of  the  well  and  weighting 
fluid  for  a  10,000  foot  well.  The  average 
volume  of  treatment  fluids  generated  is 
250  barrels  per  well. 

EPA  believes  that  there  will  be  no  cost 
for  the  containment  of  the  spent  fluids 
prior  to  transporting  them  to  shore  for 


disposal  because  during  well  treatment, 
workover,  or  completion,  storage  tanks 
currently  exist  on  the  platform  or  on 
tending  workboats  for  fluid  storage  and 
separation.  (To  ensure  compliance  with 
the  current  BPT  limitations  prohibiting 
discharge  of  free  oil.  operators  must 
maintain  the  capability  to  capture  fluids 
which,  if  discharged,  would  cause  a 
sheen  on  the  receiving  waters.)  EPA 
believes  that  these  tanks  would  provide 
adequate  storage  for  the  time  between 
capturing  the  fluids  as  they  come  out  of 
the  well  and  the  time  of  transporting  the 
fluids  to  shore. 

EPA  also  did  not  assign  any 
incremental  costs  to  the  transportation 
of  the  fluids  to  shore.  Based  on 
comments  fi'om  industry,  EPA 
determined  that  the  volumes  would  be 
small  and  the  workboats  tending  the  rig 
(for  treatment,  completion,  or  workover 
evaluations)  or  regularly  scheduled 
supply  boats  would  have  adequate 
space  to  transport  the  containers  of 
spent  fluids.  As  discussed  in  the  above 
paragraph,  EPA  determined  that  the 
platforms  would  have  adequate  space 
for  storage  of  the  spent  fluids  for  the 
periods  when  the  supply  boats  are  not 
scheduled  for  the  platform  or  when 
oflloading  to  the  supply  boats  is 
infeasible  due  to  weather  conditions. 

To  estimate  compliance  costs  for 
those  facilities  unable  to  commingle 
fluids  with  the  produced  water,  EPA 
determined  the  most  common  method 
of  onshore  treatment  of  spent  fluids  to 
be  injection  into  underground 
formations  at  a  centralized  treatment 
facility.  The  disposal  costs  are  estimated 
to  be  $12  per  barrel  and  are  based  on  the 
costs  of  transporting  the  fluids  from  an 
inlaird  port  transfer  station  to  the 
disposal  facility,  solids  removal  if 
necessary,  and  injection  into 
underground  formations. 

E.  Non-Water  Quality  Environmental 
Impacts 

The  evaluation  of  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  for  this  final  rule 
generally  follows  the  methodology 
presented  by  EPA  in  the  March  1991 
proposal.  This  methodology  was 
patterned  after  calculations  performed 
by  Walk-Haydel  and  Associates,  and 
submitted  by  the  American  Petroleum 
Institute  (API)  as  part  of  API’s  comment 
submission  on  the  1988  Notice  of 
Availability.  These  impacts  were 
reassessed  based  on  public  comments 
on  the  March  1991  proposal.  The 
manner  in  which  those  comments  were 
considered  and  how  they  affected  the 
non-water  quality  environmental  impact 
analysis  are  presented  in  the  following 
discussion. 


1.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

Several  commenters  disputed  EPA’s 
estimates  of  drilling  waste  volumes 
requiring  onshore  msposal,  as  well  as 
the  manner  in  which  these  wastes 
would  be  transported  and  the  adequacy 
of  available  disposal  sites.  Generally, 
these  comments  either:  (1)  Noted  the 
potential  for  improved  solids  control 
equipment  to  reduce  drilling  waste 
volumes;  (2)  contended  that  EPA’s 
assumption  regarding  the  nrunber  of 
vessels  necessary  for  transporting  the 
drilling  wastes  was  an  overestimate;  (3) 
contended  that  EPA  had  imderestimated 
the  drilling  waste  volumes  requiring 
onshore  disposal;  or  (4)  stated  that 
projected  sites  for  disposal  would 
encoimter  difficulties  in  obtaining 
operating  permits.  For  this  final  rule, 
EPA  reassessed  estimates  of  the 
incremental  increase  in  the  volume  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
requiring  onshore  disposal  imder  the 
various  options  under  consideration, 
reevaluated  solids  control  equipment 
practices  and  supply  boat  utilization, 
updated  estimates  of  the  onshore 
disposal  capacity  for  oilfield  wastes, 
and  reassessed  the  assumptions  and 
methodologies  used  in  determining 
energy  requirements  and  air  emissions. 
EPA  also  took  into  account  the  Clean 
Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  (and 
implementing  regulations  issued 
September  4, 1992  at  57  FR  40792) 
establishing  new  limitations  on 
emissions  of  air  pollutants  from  DCS 
sources. 

2.  Produced  Water 

Energy  requirements  and  air 
emissions  associated  with  the  produced 
water  treatment  options  were  reassessed 
for  the  final  rule.  At  proposal,  energy 
requirements  were  calculated  based  on 
determining  the  total  pressure  drop 
across  a  treatment  unit,  converting  this 
diflerential  pressure  value  to  a  power 
requirement  (horsepower)  needed  to 
operate  the  treatment  system,  then 
identifying  fuel  consumption.  In 
reevaluating  the  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts,  EPA  noted  that 
energy  requirements  for  the  granular 
filtration  option  were  underestimated 
and  reinjection  option  fuel  requirements 
were  overestimated.  To  estimate  more 
accurately  the  energy  requirements  for 
the  final  rule,  EPA  recalculated  fuel 
needs  based  on  the  power  requirements 
for  each  of  the  various  capacities 
(produced  water  flowrates)  of  the 
modeled  treatment  systems. 

EPA’s  revised  calculations  also  based 
fuel  usage  calculations  on  reinjection 
pumps  ^ven  by  natural  gas  turbines 
instead  of  electric-driven  pumps,  which 
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the  calculations  for  the  proposal  were 
based  upon.  Gas-driven  pumps  are 
preferred  offshore  because  the  platforms 
typically  have  gas  production  on-site 
which  serves  as  the  fuel  source. 
(Electrical  reinjection  pumps  require 
more  fuel  than  gas-driven  pumps 
because  of  an  extra  energy  conversion 
step.) 

F.  Industry  Profile 

The  location,  size,  and  number  of 
existing  platforms  has  been  updated 
since  the  proposal  in  response  to 
comments.  First,  information  was 
gathered  to  accoimt  for  current  activity 
in  State  waters  of  the  offshore 
subcategory  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
Second,  the  Pacific  profile  was  re¬ 
evaluated  in  light  of  comments.  The 
new  information  is  discussed  in  section 
III.B.2  of  this  notice. 

Table  3  presents  the  estimated 
number  of  existing  producing  structures 
that  are  projected  to  incur  costs  under 
today’s  rule.  Approximately  8  percent  of 
the  existing  structures  estimate  to  bear 
BAT  costs  lie  within  the  3-mile 
boundary. 

Table  4  presents  the  number  of  new 
wells  proj^ed  to  be  drilled  annually  by 
geographic  region  and  distance  from 
shore.  The  estimates  include 
exploratory,  development  and 
production  wells.  Both  productive  and 
non-productive  (dry  holes)  wells  are 
included. 

Table  5  presents  the  total  number  of 
new  structures  estimated  to  be  installed 
during  the  15-year  period  following 
promulgation.  Fourteen  percent  of  new 
structures  are  projected  for  installation 
within  3  miles  from  shore. 


Table  3.— Existing  Structures  in 
Offshore  Waters 

[Estimated  to  bear  BAT  costs] 


Note:  Two  existing  facilities  offshore 
Alaska  currently  reinject  produced  water 
under  state  requirements.  No  crunpliance 
costs  have  been  estimated  for  the  two 
Alaskan  focilities  since  any  costs  incurred 
under  this  rule  would  be  minimal. 


Table  4.— Average  Annual  Number  of 
Wells  Drilled,  BAT/BCT  and  NSPS 

(IS  Years  toOowtng  promulgatlonl 


'Not  preserTted  because  Masks  excluded  from 
zero  discharge  requirement  for  dnMing  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings. 


Table  5.— Total  Projected  New 
FACttJTIES 

[15  Years  following  promulgation] 


VI.  Summary  of  the  Most  Significant 
Changes  From  the  Proposal 

This  section  briefly  identifies  the 
most  significant  changes  from  the 
proposal.  More  detailed  discussion  of 
these  changes,  and  identification  and 
discussion  of  other  issues  are  included 
in  other  sections  of  this  notice,  the 
Development  Document,  the  Economic 
Impact  Analysis,  and  the  record  for  this 
rule. 

A.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 
l.BCT 

In  the  March  1991  proposal,  EPA’s 
preferred  option  for  BCT  control  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
required  zero  discharge  for  wells  drilled 
at  a  distance  of  four  miles  or  less  horn 
shore.  Discharges  from  wells  drilled  at 
a  distance  greater  than  four  miles  from 
shore  were  proposed  to  be  limited  by  a 
prohibition  on  the  discharge  of  free  oil, 
as  determined  by  the  static  sheen  test. 
Wells  drilled  in  the  Alaska  region  were 
proposed  to  be  excluded  from  the  zero 
discharge  limitation,  and  instead 
comply  with  the  no  free  oil  limitation. 

For  this  final  rule,  the  delineation  for 
determining  the  zone  of  zero  discharge 
is  being  set  at  a  distance  of  three  miles 
fiom  shore.  Drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  from  wells  drilled  by  existing 
sources  at  a  distance  of  3  miles  or  less 
from  shore  will  be  prohibited  from 
discharge  to  the  surface  waters  of  the 
U.S.  Discharges  of  drilling  wastes  (fluids 
and  cuttings)  fiom  wells  ^lled  beyond 
this  distance  will  be  prohibited  fiom 
discharging  free  oil.  As  proposed,  wells 


drilled  off  Alaska  will  be  excluded  fiom 
the  zero  discharge  and  will  instead 
comply  with  the  no  fiee  oil  limitation. 

2.  BAT  and  NSPS 

In  the  March  1991  proposal,  EPA’s 
preferred  option  for  BAT  and  NSPS 
control  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  was  similar  to  the  preferred 
BCT  control  and  required  zero  discharge 
for  wells  drilled  at  a  distance  of  four 
miles  or  less  from  shore.  Additional 
requirements  for  control  of  priority  and 
nonconventional  pollutants  in  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  were  proposed 
for  those  wells  drilled  at  a  distance 
greater  than  four  miles  fiom  shore  and 
were  as  follows:  (1)  Toxicity  limitation 
set  at  30,000  ppm  in  the  suspended 
particulate  phase;  (2)  a  prohibition  on 
the  discharge  of  detectable  amounts  of 
diesel  oil  used  either  for  lubricity  or 
spotting  purposes;  (3)  no  discharge  of 
free  oil  based  on  the  static  sheen  test; 
and  (4)  limitations  for  cadmium  and 
mercury  in  the  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  at  1  mg/kg  each  in  the  whole 
drilling  fluid  at  the  point  of  discharge. 
All  wells  drilled  in  the  Alaskan  region 
were  proposed  to  be  excluded  fiom  the 
zero  discharge  limitation;  instead, 
discharges  ^m  wells  off  Alaska  were 
propos^  to  be  controlled  by  the 
limitations  on  mercury  and  cadmium, 
toxicity,  and  diesel  and  free  oil. 

NSPS  and  BAT  limitations  of  this 
final  rule  differ  finm  the  proposed 
limitations  in  the  following  manner. 
First,  as  established  for  BCT,  the 
prohibition  on  discharges  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  is  being  set  at 
a  distance  of  three  miles  fiom  c^ore. 
Second,  for  reasons  discussed  in  section 
VII.B.3  of  this  notice,  the  term  “in 
detectable  amoimts’’  has  been  deleted 
from  the  limitation  prohibiting 
discharges  containing  diesel  oil.  Third, 
instead  of  the  proposed  “end-of-pipe” 
limitation  on  cadmium  and  mercury 
content  in  the  whole  drilling  fluid,  EPA 
is  limiting  these  metals  at  3  mg/kg  for 
cadmium  and  1  mg/kg  for  mercury  in 
the  stock  barite.  Discharges  beyond  3 
miles  from  shore,  as  well  as  all 
discharges  of  drilling  wastes  off  Alaska, 
will  be  required  to  comply  with  the 
limitations  on  mercury  and  cadmium, 
toxicity,  and  diesel  and  fiee  oil. 

B.  Produced  Waters 

The  BCT  limitation  of  this  final  rule 
is  unchanged  from  the  proposal  and  is 
being  established  equal  to  current  BPT 
limits  (48  mg/l  monthly  avg.,  72  mg/1 
daily  max.).  In  March  1991,  EPA 
proposed  establishing  oil  and  grease 
limitations  for  BAT  and  NSPS  based  on 
membrane  filtration  technology  (7  mg/l 
monthly  average,  13  mg/l  daily 
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maximum)  for  produced  water 
discharges  located  within  four  miles 
from  shore,  and  setting  BAT  and  NSPS 
equal  to  the  cturent  limitations  for 
discharges  beyond  that  distance. 
Alternatively,  EPA  was  also  considering 
setting  the  limitations  for  those  facilities 
within  four  miles  of  shore  based  on 
granular  filtration  technology  (16  mg/1 
monthly  avg.,  29  mg/1  daily  max.).  In 
this  final  nue.  EPA  is  requiring  all 
discharges  of  produced  water  to  comply 
with  BAT  and  NSPS  oil  and  grease 
limitations  of  42  m^l  daily  maximum 
and  29  mg/1  monthly  average  based  on 
improved  performance  of  gas  flotation 
technology. 

C.  Produced  Sand 

The  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  for 
this  wastestream  remain  unchanged 
fit>m  the  proposed  limitation  of  zero 
discharge.  BCT  in  this  final  rule  will 
prohibit  all  discharges  of  produced 
sand. 

D.  Deck  Drainage 

The  BCT  limitation  of  this  final  rule 
is  unchanged  from  the  proposed  and  is 
equal  to  the  BPT  limitation  of  no 
discharge  of  free  oil.  In  March  1991, 

EPA  proposed  establishing  oil  and 
grease  limitations  for  BAT  and  NSPS 
control  of  this  wastestream  based  on 
commingling  deck  dreunage  with  the 
produced  water  treatment  system.  The 
preferred  option  for  control  of  deck 
drainage  at  proposal  was  to  set  the  BAT 
and  NSPS  limits  equal  to  those 
proposed  for  produced  water.  EPA  also 
proposed  setting  BAT  and  NSPS  equal 
to  BPT  (56  FR  10695  and  56  FR  10698). 
In  the  final  rule,  EPA  is  setting  BAT  and 
NSPS  limitations  eaual  to  the  emrent 
BPT  limitations  prohibiting  discharge  of 
fioe  oil. 

E.  Well  Treatment.  Completion,  and 
Workover  Fluids 

The  BCT  limitation  of  this  final  rule 
is  unchanged  from  the  proposal  and  is 
equal  to  the  existing  BIT  limitation  of 
no  discharge  of  free  oil.  In  March  1991, 
EPA  proposed  NSPS  and  BAT 
limitations  prohibiting  discharge  of  well 
treatment,  completion  and  workover 
fluids  which  surfaced  from  the  well  as 
a  discrete  fluid  slug,  along  with  a  buffer 
volume  preceding  and  following  that 
fluid  slug.  For  those  treatment, 
completion  and  workover  fluids 
surfacing  intermixed,  or  commingled, 
with  pix^uced  water,  EPA  proposed 
establishing  oil  and  grease  limitations 
for  BAT  and  NSPS  control  based  on 
treatment  by  the  produced  water 
treatment  system.  The  limitations  were 
proposed  to  be  equivalent  to  those 
proposed  for  produced  water. 


In  this  final  rule,  EPA  is  deleting  the 
zero  discharge  requirement  for  discrete 
fluid  slugs.  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations 
are  being  set  eaual  to  the  BAT  and  NSPS 
limitations  of  this  rule  for  produced 
water  which  is  based  on  improved 
performance  of  gas  flotation  (29  mg/1 
monthly  avg,  42  mg/1  daily  max). 

F.  Domestic  Waste 

In  March  1991,  EPA  proposed 
prohibiting  discharges  of  floating  solids 
and  foam.  In  addition  to  the  limitations 
proposed,  EPA  is  incorporating 
limitations  on  discharges  of  garbage  and 
plastics,  as  required  by  33  CFR  Part  151. 
Discharges  of  foam  will  be  prohibited 
under  BAT  as  well  as  NSPS. 

G.  Sanitary  Waste 

The  BCT  and  NSPS  limitations  for 
this  wastestream  remain  unchanged 
fiom  proptosal  and  are  equal  to  existing 
BPT  requirements.  BAT  is  not  being 
promulgated  for  these  wastes. 

VII.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — 
Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

A.  BCT 

Section  304(b)(4)(B)  of  the  CWA 
requires  EPA  to  take  into  account  a 
variety  of  factors,  in  addition  to  the  BCT 
cost  test  discussed  below,  in 
establishing  BCT  limitations.  These 
additional  factors  include  “non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts 
(including  energy  requirements),  and 
such  other  factors  as  the  Administrator 
deems  appropriate.’*  EPA  conducted  an 
investigation  into  both  the  impacts  of 
transporting  drilling  wastes  and  the 
availability  of  land  for  drilling  waste 
disposal  (see  section  VII.A.4).  These 
non-water  quality  environmental 
impacts  and  energy  requirements  and 
their  efl^ect  on  the  control  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  covering 
existing  and  new  sources  are  discussed 
below.  Also,  EPA  considered  other 
factors  such  as  administrative  burden 
and  enforcement  issues  in  evaluating 
BCT  options. 

1.  BCT  Methodology 
The  methodology  for  determining 
“cost  reasonableness”  was  pro|}osed  by 
EPA  on  October  29, 1982  (47  FR  49176) 
and  became  eflective  on  August  22, 

1986  (51  FR  24974).  These  rules  set 
forth  a  procedure  which  includes  two 
tests  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of 
costs  incurred  to  comply  with  candidate 
BCT  technology  options.  If  all  candidate 
options  fail  any  of  the  tests,  or  if  no 
candidate  technologies  more  stringent 
than  BPT  are  identified,  then  BCT 
effluent  limitations  guidelines  must  be 
set  at  a  level  equal  to  BPT  effluent 
limitations.  The  cost  reasonableness 


methodology  compares  the  cost  of  I 

conventional  pollutant  removal  under  | 

the  BCT  options  considered  to  be  the  h 
cost  of  conventional  pollutant  removal  | 
at  publicly  owned  treatment  works  | 

(POTWs). 

BCT  limitations  for  conventional  ^ 

pollutants  that  are  more  stringent  than 
BPT  limitations  are  appropriate  in  ; 

instances  where  the  cost  of  such 
limitations  meet  the  following  criteria: 

•  T/iePOTTVTest.ThePOTWtest 
compares  the  cost  per  pound  of  conventional 
pollutants  removed  by  industrial  dischargers 
in  upgrading  from  BPT  to  BCT  candidate 
technologies  with  the  cost  per  pound  of 
removing  conventional  pollutants  in 
upgrading  POTWs  from  secondary  treatment 

to  advan^  secondary  treatment.  The  f 

upgrade  cost  to  industry  must  be  less  than 
the  POTW  benchmark  of  $0.46  per  pound 
($0.25  per  pound  in  1976  dollars  indexed  to 
1986  dollars). 

•  The  Industry  Cost-Effectiveness  Test: 

This  test  computes  the  ratio  of  two 
incremental  costs.  The  ratio  is  also  referred 
to  as  the  industry  cost  test.  The  munerator  is 
the  cost  per  pound  of  conventional  pollutants 
removed  in  upgrading  from  BPT  to  the  BCT 
candidate  technology;  the  denominator  is  the 
cost  per  poimd  of  conventional  pollutants 
removed  by  BPT  relative  to  no  treatment  (i.e., 
this  value  compares  raw  wasteload  to 
pollutant  load  after  application  of  BPT).  The 
industry  cost  test  is  a  measure  of  the 
candidate  technology’s  cost-effectiveness. 

This  ratio  is  compared  to  an  industry  cost 
benchmark,  which  is  based  on  POTW  cost 
and  pollutant  removal  data.  The  benchmark 
is  a  ratio  of  two  incremental  costs:  the  cost 
per  pound  to  upgrade  a  POTW  from 
secondary  treatment  to  advanced  secondary 
treatment  divided  by  the  cost  per  pound  to 
initially  achieve  secondary  treatment  from 
raw  wasteload.  The  result  of  the  industry  cost 
test  is  compared  to  the  industry  Tier  I 
benchmark  of  1.29.  If  the  industry  cost  test 
result  for  a  considered  BCT  technology  is  less 
than  the  benchmark,  the  candidate 
technology  passes  the  industry  cost- 
effectiveness  test.  In  calculating  the  industry 
cost  test,  any  BCT  cost  per  pound  less  than 
$0.01  is  considered  to  Iw  the  equivalent  of  de 
minimis  or  zero  costs.  In  such  an  instance, 
the  numerator  of  the  industry  cost  test  and 
therefore  the  entire  ratio  are  taken  to  be  zero 
and  the  result  passes  the  industry  cost  test. 

These  two  criteria  represent  the  two- 
part  BCT  cost  reasonableness  test.  Each 
of  the  regulatory  options  was  analyzed 
according  to  this  cost  test  to  determine 
if  BCT  limitations  are  appropriate. 

2.  BCT  Options  Considered 

Following  a  review  of  the  comments 
and  data  received  in  response  to  the 
March  1991  proposal,  EPA  modified  the 
control  and  treatment  options  in 
developing  the  final  rule.  The  following 
BCT  effluent  limitations  options  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  were 
evaluated  for  cost-reasonableness  by  the 
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POTW  and  the  industry  cost- 
effectiveness  tests: 

"3  Mile  Gulf/California"— All  regions 
except  offshore  Alaska  would  be  prohibited 
from  discharging  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  from  all  wells  located  within  three 
miles  from  shore.  All  wells  located  beyond 
three  miles  from  shore,  as  well  as  all  wells 
being  drilled  ofr  of  Alaska,  would  be 
permitted  to  discharge  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  that  are  in  compliance  with  the 
no  discharge  of  free  oil  limitation  as 
determined  by  the  static  sheen  test. 

"8  Mile  GuIf/3  Mile  California’— Zero 
discharge  for  all  wells  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
located  within  eight  miles  from  shore  and 
zero  discharge  for  all  wells  offshore 
California  located  within  three  miles  from 
shore.  All  wells  located  beyond  eight  miles 
from  shore  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  teyond 
three  miles  from  shore  off  California,  and  all 
wells  drilled  offshore  Alaska  would  be 
permitted  to  discharge  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  that  are  in  compliance  with  the 
no  discharge  of  free  oil  limitation. 

"Zero  Discharge  Gulf/Califomia’’— Zero 
discharge  for  all  wells  located  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  and  offshore  California.  All  wells 
being  drilled  offshore  Alaska  would  be 
permitted  to  discharge  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  that  are  in  compliance  with  the 
no  discharge  of  free  oil  limitation. 


offshore  platforms  was  not  an  available 
technology  at  this  time.  Although  this 
technology  has  been  demonstrated  at 
some  onshore  sites  in  Alaska  and  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  region,  the  size  of  the 
equipment  required  to  perform  these 
operations  and  questions  regarding  the 
feasibility  of  reinjecting  a  high  solids 
slurry  into  underlying  formations 
throughout  the  offshore  regions  affected 
by  this  rule  c\irrently  preclude 
widespread  application  offshore. 

The  removals  of  TSS  and  oil  and 
grease  are  the  only  conventional 
pollutants  selected  in  calculating  the 
BCT  cost  reasonableness  tests  for 
drilling  wastes.  BOD  was  not  used 
because  it  was  not  a  parameter  normally 
measured  in  wastewaters  horn  this 
industry  since  it  is  associated  with  the 
oil  content.  The  use  of  both  BOD  and  oil 
(or  oil  and  grease)  would  essentially 
result  in  double-counting  pollutant 
removals,  thus  giving  erroneous  results. 
(See  47  FR  49181  and  51  FR  24976) 

Comments  were  submitted  to  EPA 
regarding  specific  situations  in  Alaskan 
waters  (State  and  Federal  waters  off  of 
Alaska)  which  make  compliance  with  a 
zero  discharge  requirement  based  on 
transporting  drilling  wastes  to  shore  for 
treatment  and/or  disposal  difficult. 
Reasons  for  this  primarily  relate  to  the 
severe  weather  conditions.  Because  of 
sea  ice,  tugs  and  barges  can  only  be  used 
for  4  mon&s  in  the  summer  during 
open- water/broken  ice  season.  In 
addition,  winter  snow  and  fog 
conditions  severely  restrict  visibility. 
White-out  conditions  occur  restricting 
air  and  water  travel.  Other 
considerations  which  hinder 
compliance  with  the  zero  discharge 
requirement  are  the  long  distances  (both 
offshore  and  onshore)  required  to 
transport  wastes  to  areas  which  may  be 
suitable  for  land  disposal  and  the  lack 
of  permitted  land  disposal  facilities.  For 
these  reasons,  EPA  is  excluding  Alaskan 
waters  from  the  zero  discharge 
requirement.  All  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  discharges  from  existing 
sources  off  Alaska  will  be  required  to 
comply  with  the  BCT  limitation 
prohibiting  the  discharge  of  free  oil 
(measured  by  the  static  sheen  test),  as 
well  as  the  BAT  limitations  on  free  oil, 
diesel  oil,  toxicity,  cadmium  and 
mercury.  All  discharges  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  from  new 
sources  off  Alaska  must  comply  with 
NSPS  limits  on  free  oil,  diesel  oil, 
toxicity,  cadmium  and  mercury. 

3.  BCT  Cost  Test  Calculations 
a.  Drilling  Fluids.  Using  the  volumes 
of  drilling  fluids  projected  by  the 
computer  model  for  each  geographic 
region,  it  was  estimated  that  offshore 


drilling  activity  annually  generates  a 
total  of  944,364,000  Ib/yr  of 
conventional  pollutants  (TSS  and  oil)  in 
the  drilling  fluids  wastestream. 

Applying  the  BPT  restrictions  on  free 
oil,  it  was  estimated  that  under  BPT  a 
total  of  47,807,000  Ib/yr  of  conventional 
pollutants  are  removed  from  this  waste 
stream  for  onshore  disposal,  at  a  cost  of 
$7,152,000  per  year  (1986  dollars). 
Dividing  the  cost  by  pollutant  removal, 
the  BPT  cost  per  pound  of  conventional 
pollutant  removal  for  drilling  fluids  is 
$0.1496  per  pound  (1986  dollars).  This 
value  is  the  denominator  of  the  industry 
cost-effectiveness  test  (the  second  part 
of  the  two  part  BCT  cost-reasonableness 
test). 

$7,152,000 

BPT  Result  ($/lb)=  - 

47,807,000  lbs 

=$0.1496  per  pound  (1986  dollars) 

The  POTW  test  (first  part  of  the  two 
part  BCT  cost-reasonableness  test)  is 
calculated  by  comparing  the  cost  per 
poimd  of  conventional  pollutants 
removed  in  upgrading  ^m  BPT  to  the 
BCT  candidate  technologies.  The  “3 
Mile  Gul£/CA”  option  for  BCT,  in 
relation  to  BPT  requirements  on  drilling 
fluids,  is  projected  to  remove  an 
additional  71,292,000  pounds  of 
conventional  pollutants  from  the 
drilling  fluids  wastestream  at  an 
incremental  cost  of  $5,697,000  (1986 
dollars).  These  BCT  incremental 
compliance  costs  and  pollutant 
removals  are  due  to  onshore  disposal  of 
drilling  fluids  within  three  miles  from 
shore  (costs  and  pollutant  removals 
associated  with  the  no  fr^  oil  limit 
beyond  three  miles  frtim  shore  are 
attributed  to  BPT  limitations  and  are  not 
counted  again  under  BCT).  Since  the 
cost  reasonableness  methodology  is 
concerned  with  the  cost  of  conventional 
pollutant  removal  under  BCT  as  it  is 
applied  incrementally  to  BPT,  the 
effects  of  existing  NPDES  permit 
limitations  which  may  be  more  stringent 
than  BPT  (such  as  toxicity,  diesel  and 
metals  limits  for  the  drilling  fluids)  are 
not  considered  for  the  cost- 
reasonableness  tests.  These  BCT  cost 
tests  focus  exclusively  on  the 
incremental  costs/removals  from  raw 
wasteload  to  BPT,  and  the  incremental 
costs/removals  from  BPT  to  BCT. 
Ehviding  the  BCT  costs  by  the 
conventional  pollutant  removals 
provides  a  POTW  test  result  of  $0.0799 
per  poimd.  Since  the  POTW  test  result 
is  less  than  $0.46  per  pound  (1988 
dollars),  the  result  passes  the  POTW 
test. 


EPA  also  evaluated  the  compliance 
costs  and  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  for  discharge 
prohibitions  at  four  and  six  miles  from 
shore  in  considering  the 
appropriateness  of  the  three-  and  eight- 
mile  drilling  activity  profiles.  These 
other  options  are  discussed  in  detail  in 
the  Development  Document  for  the  final 
rule.  “Miles”  as  used  in  this  preamble 
and  the  regulation  in  reference  to  BCT, 
BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  for  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  refers  to 
nautical  miles.  Although  it  is  not  a 
conventional  pollutant,  as  is  oil  and 
grease,  EPA  is  limiting  free  oil  as  a 
surrogate  for  oil  and  grease  under  BCT 
in  recognition  of  its  previous  use  under 
BPT. 

In  referring  to  the  options  considered 
for  control  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  California 
and  Alaska  regions  are  used  in  the 
option  descriptions  and  accompanying 
discussion.  Use  of  the  word  “Gulf’ 
means  any  offshore  location  other  than 
Alaska  and  California.  EPA  uses  the 
term  “Gulf*  as  a  “shorthand”  way  of 
referring  to  regulatory  options  and  does 
not  exclude  o&er  geographic  areas  from 
coverage  under  this  rule.  For  the  BCT, 
BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  under  this 
rule,  all  offshore  areas  other  than 
offshore  California  and  Alaska  would  be 
required  to  comply  with  the  limitations 
established  for  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  rule,  EPA 
determined  that  reinjection  of  drilling 
wastes  into  underlying  formations  at 
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POTW  Test  Remit  (S/lb)« 


$S, 697, 000 
71,292.000  lbs 


=50^99  per  pound  (1986  doUaocs) 

The  industry  cost  test  compares  the 
resuh  of  the  POTW  test  to  the  cost  per 
pound  of  the  BFT  limitations.  For  the  ‘*3 


Mile  Gull/CA**  option,  the  test  result  for 
drillii^  fluids  is  0.53. 

Industry  Cost  Tests 

POTW  Test  Result  0.0799 
-  -  -  »  0.53 


BPT  Resuh  ($/lb) 


0.1496 


Since  the  test  resuh  is  less  than  1.29, 
the  resuh  passes  the  industry  cost- 
effectiveness  test.  Since  the  BCT 


candidate  option  passes  both  tests,  it  is 
found  to  be  cost-reasonaUe. 

Additional  discussion  of  the 
compliance  costs  and  BCT  cost  tests  are 
provided  in  the  Development 
Document.  The  results  of  the  BCT  cost 
reesonaUeness  test  for  the  candidate 
options  for  drilling  fluids  are  presoited 
in  Table  6.  All  BCT  options  considered 
for  drilling  fluids  pass  both  cost- 
reasonableness  tests. 


Table  6.— BCT  Cost  Test  Results  for  Drilling  Fluids 


BCT  candidate  options 

Conventtonei 
poikitants  re¬ 
moved'  (MM 
«Vyr) 

Regulatory 
ootnpliance 
cost'  (MMV 
yr)  (1M6  S) 

POTW  cost 

test  (1986$/ 

«» 

Industry 
cost  Met 

3  MUe  GuHA^A . . . . 

71.3 

5.7 

053 

ff  tiuun  rA  . 

161.6 

1&1 

0.11 

0.75 

Zero  Olsctwrge  QuH  end  CA  .  . .  . . . . . . - . - . . - . 

879.1 

116.6 

0.13 

0.89 

'  Incremenlat  to  BPT. 

b.  Drill  Cuttings.  Using  the  volumes  of 
cuttings  predict^  by  the  computer 
mo<M  for  eedi  geographic  region,  it  was 
estimated  that  Ae  offshore  drilling 
activity  annually  generates  a  total  of 
846,341,000  Ib/yr  of  convmitional 
pollutants  (TSS  and  oil)  in  the  drill 
cuttings  wastestream.  Applying  the  BPT 


restrictions  on  free  oil,  it  was  estimated 
that,  under  BPT  limitations  a  total  of 
9,381. (X)0  Ib/yr  of  conventional 
pollutants  are  removed  from  this  waste 
stream  for  onshore  disposal  at  a  cost  of 
$635, (RK)  per  year  (19M  dollars). 
Dividing  the  cost  by  pollutant  removal, 
the  BPT  cost  per  pound  of  conventional 


pollutant  removal  fm  drill  cuttings  is 
$0.0677  per  pound  (1986  dollars).  The 
results  of  the  BCT  cost  reascmableness 
test  for  the  candidate  options  for  drill 
cuttings  are  presented  in  Table  7.  All 
BCT  options  considered  for  drill 
cuttings  pass  both  cost  reasonableness 
tests. 


Table  7.— BCT  Cost  Test  Results  for  Drill  Cuttings 


BCT  candidate  options 

Conventional 
pollutanM  re¬ 
moved'  (MM 
to/yr) 

Regulatory 
cornpUance 
cost'  (MM$/ 
yr)  (1986  $) 

POTW  cost 
test  (1986$/ 
to) 

Industry 
cost  te^ 

3  Mile  GulSCA . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

IHIIM 

3.3 

0.05 

0.69 

a  MUe  GuH/a  MUe  C* . . . 

7.5 

C.05 

0.72 

7mi>  ntsctrergn  Giut  and  CA . . . . . . . . 

41i> 

0.06 

073 

'  Incramantal  to  BPT. 


4.  Non-Water  Quality  Enviroiunental 
Impacts  and  Other  Factors 

The  elimination  or  reduction  of  one 
form  of  pollution  has  the  potential  to 
aggravate  other  environmental 
problems.  Under  sections  304(b)  and 
306  of  the  CWA,  EPA  is  required  to 
consider  these  non-watm’  quality 
environmental  impacts  (including 
energy  requirements)  in  developing 
effluent  limitations  guidelines  and 
NSPS.  In  compliance  with  these 
provisions,  EPA  has  evaluated  the  effect 
of  these  regulations  on  air  ptollution, 
solid  waste  genmation  and  management, 
consumptive  water  use,  and  energy 
consumption.  Because  the  technology 
basis  for  the  limitation  on  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  requires  transporting 
the  wastes  to  shore  for  treatment  and/or 
disposal,  adequate  (Hishore  disposal 
capacity  for  this  waste  is  critical  in 
assessing  the  options.  Safety,  impacts  of 
marine  traffic  on  coastal  waterways,  and 


implementation  considerations  such  as 
administrative  burden  and  enforcenmnt 
were  other  factors  also  considered.  EPA 
evaluated  the  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  on  a  regional 
basis  because  the  different  regions  each 
have  their  own  unique  considerations 
(e.g.,  air  emissions  are  a  particular 
concern  in  Southern  California,  while 
availability  of  disposal  sites  is  more 
limiting  for  the  Gulf  of  Mexico). 
Although  not  specifically  detailed  in  the 
discussion  below,  the  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  associated  with 
the  projected  future  drilling  and 
production  activities  in  regions  other 
than  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  (jidifbmia,  and 
Alaska  have  been  considered 
acceptable. 

The  control  technology  basis  for 
compliance  with  the  options  cmisidered 
for  the  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
wastestreams  is  a  combination  of 
product  substituticHi  aad/cr 


transportation  of  drilling  wastes  to  shore 
for  treatment  and/or  disposal.  The  ncm- 
water  quality  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  the  treatment  and 
control  of  these  wastes  are  summarized 
in  Table  8. 


Table  8.— Non-Water  Quauty  Environ¬ 
mental  lMtf>ACTS  ORRIING  FLUIDS  MtD 
Drill  Cuttings 


Options 

Volutrte  o( 
barged 
waste  (bblf 

yr) 

1 

Airemis- 

sion^torts/ 

Fuel  re¬ 
quirements 
(bbldlesal/ 

yr> 

3  mile  Quit/ 
CA  . . 

690,800 

298 

34,900 

8  mile  GuW 

3  mUeCA 

1,374,300 

466 

55,700 

Zero  Dis¬ 
charge 

GuH  and 
CA _ 

6,811,400 

1,798 

221,400 

Note:  All  valuM  presented  Incratnental  to  current 
Inditttry  practice. 
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a.  Solid  Waste  Generation  and 
Management.  The  regulatory  options 
considered  for  this  rule  will  not  cause 
the  generation  of  additional  solids  as  a 
result  of  the  treatment  technology. 
However,  used  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  contain  high  levels  of  solids, 
and  considerable  volumes  of  these 
wastes  will  be  disposed  of  onshore 
instead  of  being  discharged  at  the 
drilling  sites  under  this  final  rule. 

EPA  estimates  that  drilling  activity  in 
the  offshore  subcategory  generates 
approximately  7.7  million  barrels  per 
year  of  drilling  wastes  (drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings).  Of  that  volume,  it  is 
estimated  that  about  760,000  barrels  per 
year  of  drilling  wastes  already  imdergo 
onshore  disposal  to  comply  with  current 
NPDES  permit  limitations  which 
include  BPT  effluent  limitations  and 
BAT  and  BCT  limits  (based  on  Best 
Professional  Judgment).  This  volume  of 
drilling  wastes  (from  the  offshore 
subcategory)  disposed  onshore  may  be 
compared  to  EPA’s  1987  estimates  of 
361  million  barrels  per  year  of  drilling 
wastes  generated  from  the  drilling  of 
wells  in  the  “onshore”  and  “coastal” 
subcategories.  (See  “Report  to  Congress: 
Management  of  Wastes  from  the 
Exploration,  Development,  and 
Production  of  Crude  Oil,  Natural  Gas, 
and  Geothermal  Energy,”  U.S.  EPA, 
Office  of  Solid  Waste,  EPA/530-SW- 
88-003,  December  1987.)  A  significant 
portion  of  these  wastes  from  onshore 
drilling  activities  are  disposed  of  onsite 
and  not  transported  to  commercial 
treatment  and/or  disposal  facilities. 

The  drilling  wastes  generated  ofishore 
and  transported  to  shore  for  treatment 
and/or  disposal  under  this  rule  would 
be  deposited  in  commercial  land 
disposal  facilities  similar  to  those  used 
to  manage  a  portion  of  the  drilling 
wastes  generated  by  the  onshore  and 
coastal  subcategories.  These  land 
disposal  sites  are  generally  located  near 
the  coast  where  the  wastes  are  brought 
to  shore.  In  evaluating  the  impacts  from 
land  disposal  of  the  drilling  wastes,  EPA 
determined  the  availability  of  disposal 
capacity  on  a  regional  basis.  For  each 
regulatory  option,  EPA  estimated  the 
volume  of  wastes  requiring  land 
disposal  and  the  excess,  or  unused, 
capacity  of  disposal  facilities. 

In  the  proposal,  EPA  had  estimated 
available  capacity  for  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  by  reviewing  i}ermitted 
capacity.  At  that  time,  data  on  the 
degree  to  which  disposal  capacity  was 
used  was  not  available.  For  the  final 
rule,  EPA  updated  capacity  estimates 
and  obtained  data  on  the  volumes  of 
wastes  treated  at  the  disposal  sites  to 
derive  more  accurate  projections  of  the 
“excess”  available  capacity.  The 


“excess”  available  capacity  is  more 
useful  for  evaluating  the  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts  of  the 
various  options  considered  for  the  rule. 

While  orilling  wastes  are  exempted 
from  federal  regulation  as  hazardous 
wastes  under  Subtitle  C  of  the  Resource 
Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA) 
(Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  [SWDA],  42 
U.S.C.  6901-69g2(k)),  and  no  Subtitle  D 
regulations  specific  to  these  wastes  have 
bwn  developed,  there  are  existing  State 
requirements  for  these  wastes.  No  new 
federal  requirements  for  the 
management  of  exploration  and 
production  wastes  imder  RCRA  Subtitle 
D  have  been  proposed. 

Gulf  of  Mexico  Region 

In  developing  the  proposal,  EPA 
surveyed  state/local  regfflatory  agencies 
and  disposal  facilities  in  late  1989  and 
early  1990  to  estimate  the  aveulable  and 
projected  annual  disposal  capacities  of 
sites  near  the  coast  which  could  treat 
and  dispose  of  drilling  wastes.  The 
results  of  this  study  are  documented  in 
“Onshore  Disposal  Of  Offshore  Drilling- 
Waste:  Capacity  and  Cost  of  Onshore 
Disposal  Facilities,”  pr^ared  for  EPA 
by  ERCE.  March  1991.  The  evaluation 
reviewed  the  situation  in  the  three 
major  areas  where  onshore  disposal  of 
offshore  drilling  waste  would  ^ 
necessary:  Gulf  of  Mexico,  California, 
and  Alaska.  Treatment  and  disposal 
options  for  ofishore  waste  disposal  in 
each  region  were  evaluated  based  on 
telephone  contacts  with  knowledgeable 
individuals  associated  with  regulatory 
agencies  or  disposal  facilities.  Estimates 
of  regional  capacity  were  derived  from 
telephone  contacts  with  facility 
operators,  recently  completed  state 
hazardous  waste  Capacity  Assurance 
Plans,  State  data  on  nonhazardous  waste 
facilities,  and  literature  sources. 

In  the  Gulf  Coast  states,  oil  drilling 
wastes  that  are  exempt  from  RCRA 
Subtitle  C  are  generally  accorded  the 
regulatory  status  of  nonhazardous 
wastes  but  are  subject  to  state  disposal 
requirements  specific  to  oilfield  wastes. 
Onshore  oil  drilling  facilities  are 
allowed  to  utilize  drilling  pits  for 
storage  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings.  Upon  closure  and  subject  to 
state  requirements,  the  drilling  wastes 
can  be  either  buried  on-site,  land 
spread,  or  injected  into  the  underlying 
formation.  Drilling  wastes  derived  from 
onshore  drilling  operations  are 
occasionally  transported  to  an  off-site, 
commercial  disposal  facifity  for  ultimate 
disposal.  Commercial  disposal  facilities 
in  ffle  region  are  permitted  by  the  state 
to  accept  specific  types  of  nonhazardous 
oilfield  waste.  These  facilities  are  more 
commonly  used  by  offshore  and  coastal 


drilling  operations  and  by  facilities 
located  in  wetlands  areas  or  in  inland 
waterways. 

In  the  March  1991  study,  disposal 
sites  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  region  were 
classified  in  three  categories.  First,  Tier 
1  sites  were  those  permitted  to  accept 
nonhazardous  oilfield  wastes  which  are 
ciirrently  accepting  wastes  from 
offshore.  These  are  sites  located  in  close 
proximity  to  drilling  sites,  generally  are 
accessible  by  boat/b^e,  and  charge 
competitive  rates  for  fflsposal. 
Operations  included  in  tnis  category  are 
landfarming,  landfilling,  and  waste 
treatment  prior  to  landfilling.  The 
second  category.  Tier  2  sites,  included 
facilities  permitted  to  accept 
nonhazardous  oilfield  wastes  but  which 
were  not  accepting  wastes  from  ofishore 
at  that  time  because  of  their  relative  lack 
of  proximity  to  drill  sites,  their  lack  of 
marine  unloading  terminals  or  water 
access,  their  inability  to  compete  with 
the  rates  charged  by  Tier  1  facilities,  or 
the  lack  of  sufficient  demand  for 
onshore  disposal  capacity.  Finally,  Tier 
3  sites  were  those  facilities  permitted  to 
accept  hazardous  waste  and  which 
could  accept  nonhazardous  oilfield 
waste  (at  a  much  higher  cost)  should 
there  no  other  suitable  disposal 
alternatives.  The  study  projected  the 
combined  capacity  of  Tier  1  and  Tier  2 
sites  at  30.7  million  barrels  of  drilling 
wastes  per  year,  with  Tier  3  sites 
roviding  an  additional  10.9  million 
arrels  per  year  of  capacity.  It  was  noted 
that  some  portion  of  the  permitted 
acreage  in  the  Tier  1  category  was  not 
being  used  at  the  time  of  the  survey; 
however,  the  capacity  actually  used  was 
not  quantified. 

In  developing  options  for  the  final 
rule,  EPA  improved  upon  the  capacity 
estimates  used  for  the  proposal.  EPA 
believes  that  in  addition  to  the  CWA’s 
requirement  to  consider  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts,  sound 
environmental  policy  requires  that  there 
be  adequate  onshore  disposal  capacity 
to  dispose  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  that  will  need  to  be  barged  to 
shore  to  comply  with  the  zero  discharge 
requirements,  toxicity  limits,  and  other 
requirements  imposed  by  this  rule. 
Tlius,  EPA  must  be  care^l  in  projecting 
how  much  landfill  capacity  is  actually 
available  for  this  use. 

Accordingly,  it  is  appropriate  to 
determine  how  much  of  the  permitted 
capacity  is  actually  available  for 
disposal  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  generated  oflshore.  Disposal 
capacity  estimates  made  by  EPA  for  the 
1991  proposal  did  not  account  for 
impacts  due  to  zero  discharge  limits  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  hmits 
proposed  in  a  general  permit  covering 
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coastal  drilling  activities  in  Texas  and 
Louisiana  (55  FR  23348;  June  7. 1990). 
EPA  expects  to  promulgate  this  gmiei^ 
permit  in  early  1993.  If  promulgated  as 
proposed,  EPA  anticipates  that  this 
permit  will  result  in  an  incrmnental 
increase  of  1.1  million  barrels  per  year 
(rf  coastal  drilling  waste  requiring 
onshore  disposal  as  a  result  of  these 
new  permit  limitations.  Although  these 
wastes  are  originating  in  the  coa.stal 
subcategory  and  thus  are  not  affected  by 
this  rulemaking,  the  coastal  drilling 
wastes  do  compete  for  the  same  on^ore 
disposal  capacity  and  thMefore  must  be 
considered  in  determining  disposal  site 
availability. 

EPA  reviewed  the  airalysis  prepared 
for  the  1990  and  1991  proposals  to 
evaluate  what  fodlities  should  be 
considered  as  available  sites  for  disposal 
of  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  (tom 
offshore  ^  and  gas  platlimns  for 
purposes  of  determining  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts. 

EPA  has  determined  th^  it  ^ould  not 
include  hazardous  waste  facilities  in  its 
overall  capacity  estimates  fm  this  rule. 
Drilling  wastes  an  exempted  from 
federal  regulaticm  as  hazardous  wastes 
under  subtitle  C  of  RCRA.  While 
exempted  under  subtitle  C,  th^e  sre 
existing  state  requirements  for  disposal 
of  these  wastes.  In  the  Gulf  coast  states, 
commercial  disposal  facilities  are 
permitted  to  accept  specific  types  of 
nonhazardous  oilfield  waste.  In  EPA’s 
)udgment,  adequate  disposal  capacity 
for  hazardous  waste  disposal  is  an 
ongoing  i^oblem,  and  these  hazardous 
waste  fodlities  should  be  reserved  for 
use  to  dispose  of  waste  which  cannot  be 
di^osed  of  in  any  other  t]rpe  of  facility. 

Because  EPA  wanted  to  make  a 
realistic  estimate  of  disposal  capacity, 
EPA  included  in  its  estimates  of 
available  disposal  capacity  only  those 
facilities  that  are  currently  accepting  the 
type  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
that  would  be  generated  offshore. 
Facilities  excluded  from  EPA’s  onshore 
disposal  capacity  estimates  include  a 
permitted,  but  not  yet  constructed,  site 
and  a  facility  for  which  the  operating 
permit  is  currently  su^>ended  EPA  also 
excluded  a  facility  in  northem 
Louisiana  because  disposal  at  this 
facility  would  require  at  least  a  five- 
hour  truck  ride,  resulting  in  additional 
air  emissions,  energy  use,  and 
significantly  hi^ier  disposal  costs  than 
the  other  sites  whidi  ate  located  closer 
to  shose. 

Based  ao  this  analysis,  total  permitted 
capacity  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  region  is 
estimated  at  8.5  million  bbl/yeer.  A 
review  of  the  wastes  receipts  boat  the 
disposal  facilities  indicate  that 
apfHOximately  3  million  bbl  of  wastes 


were  accepted  fm  treatment  and/or 
disposal  at  these  facilities  in  1989. 

Using  the  permitted  capacity  estimate  of 
8.5  million  bbl/year.  approximatriy  5.5 
million  U>l/year  of  onshore  disposal 
capacity  is  available  to  accept  additional 
drilling  wastes  (8.5  -  3.0s:5.5  millicm 
bU/year  available  capacity). 

Under  the  regul^ory  option  (Zero 
Discharge  GulfiGalifomia)  requiring 
zero  discharge  of  all  drilling  wastes  for 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico  region,  EPA  pro)ects 
an  incremental  increase  of  6.6  million 
barrels  per  year  of  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  horn  the  offohore 
subcategory  requiring  cm^ore  disposal 
at  facilities  on  the  Gulf  coast. 

(Accounting  for  the  coastal  drilling 
wastes  under  the  proposed  coastal 
permit  would  increase  the  total  by  1.1 
MMbbl/yr  to  7.7  MMbbl/yr.)  Compering 
the  volume  of  oikhore  drilling  wastes  to 
current  projections  of  5.5  million  barrels 
of  avail^le  excess  disposal  capacity  in 
the  Gulf  coast  region,  EPA  concluded 
that  the  offshore  wastes  requiring 
CHishore  disposal  imder  this  option 
would  exceed  the  available  disposal 
capacity. 

Additimial  regulatory  options  with 
requirements  [»^ohibiting  discharges 
over  lesser  geograidiic  areas  (options 
setting  discharge  prohibitions  at 
distances  of  3, 4, 6,  or  8  miles  horn 
shore)  were  evaluated  with  respect  to 
the  revised  land  capacity  estimates.  Fm 
the  options  prohibiting  disfdiarges  of 
drilling  wastes  within  8  miles  of  shore, 
1.4  million  barrels  per  year  wastes 
from  the  offshore  subcategory  would  be 
disposed  of  onshme  in  the  Gulf  region. 
The  combination  of  offshore  wastes  (1.4 
MMbbl/yr)  and  projected  coastal  wastes 
(1.1  MMbbl/yr)  represents  an  estimated 
45  percent  of  the  projected  available 
excess  land  disposal  capacity  in  the 
Gulf  coast  region  (2.5  MMbbl/yr  equals 
45%  of  5.5  MMbbl/yr  capacity).  For  the 
options  prohibiting  discharges  erf 
drilling  wastes  witfon  3  or  4  miles  of 
shore,  685,000  bbl/yr  or  793,000  bbl/yr, 
ies])ectively,  of  drilling  wastes  from  the 
offshore  subcategory  will  require 
onshore  disposal  in  the  GiUf  region. 
Including  the  1.1  MMbbl/yr  of  projected 
coastal-generated  drilling  wastes,  33  to 
35  percent,  respectively,  of  the  excess 
land  disposal  capacity  in  the  Gulf  coast 
region  will  be  required  under  the  3  and 
4  mile  options.  Addititmal  discussimi 
on  the  drilling  waste  volumes  requiring 
onshore  dispo^  and  projections  of 
available  excess  dispo^  capacity  are 
further  discussed  in  sections  cmicmning 
BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS  options  selection 
for  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings. 


California  Region 

Cabfofnia  laws  and  regulations 
provide  for  oil  and  gas  wastes  to  be 
designated  either  hazardous  or 
nonhazardous.  Drilling  wastes  in 
California  are  considm^  nonhazardous 
provided  the  operator  uses  only 
approved  additives  and  fluids.  Although 
offshore  drilling  wastes  requiring 
onshore  disposal  in  California  would  be 
nonhazardous  if  the  operator  uses  the 
apjHoved  additives  and  fluids  in  the 
djriUing  operations,  disposal  options 
appear  limited.  While  in  theory  it  may 
be  possiUe  to  dispose  of  any  oilfield 
waste  in  local  Class  IH  (nonhazardous 
waste  that  will  not  decompose) 
landfills,  local  regulatory  agencies  have 
indicated  that  they  are  not  inclined  to 
allow  such  dispo^  tmless  the  waste  is 
first  stabilized  for  use  as  landfill  cover. 

If  not  stabilized  and  disposed  in  a  Class 
ni  landfill,  the  alternative  disposal 
option  for  offshore  drilling  waste  is 
disposal  at  a  Class  I  hazardous  waste 
site.  In  the  1991  study  report,  permitted 
Qass  m  (stabilized,  nonhazardous 
waste)  disposal  capacity  was  estimated 
at  3.4  million  barrels  per  year  and  the 
Class  I  (hazardous  waste  landfills) 
disposal  capacity  at  6.5-10.5  million 
barrels  per  year.  It  was  projected  that 
the  facilities  available  to  perform  the 
stabilization  necessary  to  allow  disposal 
at  Class  m  landfills  were  operating  at  no 
more  than  one-half  of  the  permitted 
capacity.  As  part  of  the  fii^ 
rulemaking,  EPA  reevaluated  capacity 
estimates  and  now  projects  the  emshore 
disposal  capacity  in  the  California 
region  at  approximately  19.3  million 
barrels  per  year  (including  15.5  MMbbl/ 
yr  for  Class  III  landfills). 

Under  the  option  requiring  zero 
discharge  of  aU  drilling  wastes  fm  the 
Califcxnia  region,  EPA  projects  that 
233,000  barrels  of  offshore-generated 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  would 
require  onshore  disposal  at  facilities  on 
the  Califmnia  coast.  Comparing  that  to 
the  projected  di^msal  capacity  in  the 
California  region,  EPA  concluded  that 
the  wastes  requiring  onshore  disposal 
under  this  cation  would  require  less 
than  two  percent  (2%)  of  the  disposal 
capacity.  The  distances  considei^  in 
other  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
options  fm  this  rule  require  less  than 
one  percent  of  the  disposal  capacity  in 
the  Califomia  region. 

Alaska  Region 

The  1991  report  identified  no 
commwcially  operating  disposal  sites  in 
Alaska  accepting  offshm  drilling 
wastes.  This  lack  of  comm»cial 
disposal  sites  would  require  operatms  to 
transport  the  drilling  wastes  to  another 
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location  such  as  Washington,  Oregm.  or 
California  for  disposal;  apply  to  the 
State  of  Alaska  for  a  permit  to  operate 
a  commercial  disposal  fecility  fear  the 
offshore  wastes;  apply  to  the  State  to 
allow  disposal  of  drilling  wastes  which 
have  been  either  thermally  treated  or 
chemically  stabilized  (solidification)  in 
currently-existing  landfills;  or  inject  the 
drilling  wastes  into  underground 
formations.  Injection  of  slurried  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  is  currently 
practiced  on  a  limited  trial  basis  on  the 
North  Slope  and  has  been  considered 
for  onshore  use  in  other  regions  such  as 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  However,  the 
technology  of  injecting  slurried  drill 
cuttings  is  not  sufficiently  developed  to 
apply  to  the  of^ore  subrategory  at  this 
time. 

Under  all  options  considered  by  EPA 
for  this  nile,  drilling  wastes  generated 
oil  Alaska  would  be  excluded  from  the 
zero  discharge  limitation.  (See  the 
discussion  of  options  considered.) 

Under  the  limitations  imposed  by  this 
rule,  EPA  does  anticipate  a  relatively 
small  increase  in  the  volume  of 
offshcHe-generated  drilling  wastes 
requiring  onshore  disposal  in  this 
region.  EPA  considers  the  disposal 
options  discussed  above,  in  conjimction 
with  privately-owned  (industry-owned) 
onshore  disposal  sites,  to  provide  ample 
capacity  for  disposal  of  these  wastes. 
Onshore  disi>os)d  capacity  was  a  factor 
in  excluding  drilling  wastes  in  this 
region  from  zero  disdiarge;  however, 
the  difficulties  involved  in  transporting 
large  quantities  of  these  wastes  to  shore 
(see  section  VnJk.2  of  this  notice),  and 
the  limited  amount  of  storage  space  on¬ 
site  at  ofishore  drilling  facilities 
(particularly  mobile  billing  units),  also 
serve  as  a  basis  for  the  exclusion. 
Although  the  transportation  and 
onshore  disposal  considerations 
precluded  the  zero  discharge 
requirement  for  this  region,  these  factors 
are  not  considered  to  prevent  the 
industry  from  capturing  and 
transporting  the  relatively  small 
volumes  of  drilling  wastes  that  are 
anticipated  to  require  onshore  disposal 
in  this  region.  The  volumes  requiring 
onshore  ffisposal  under  this  rule  would, 
for  the  most  part,  be  relatively  small, 
anticipated  by  the  operator  (and  thus 
could  be  planned  frn  acccvdingly),  and 
typically  occur  toward  the  end  of  a 
drilling  program  when  the  potential  for 
causing  a  h^t  to  drilling  would  likely  be 
minimized  (since  the  waste  volumes  to 
be  handled  would  either  be  small  or 
onsite  storage  would  be  available).  Such 
waste  handling  practices  and  operations 
would  not  be  inconsistmt  with  current 


practices  under  the  current  NPDES 
permit  limitations. 

b.  Energy  Bequirements.  Energy 
requirements  for  each  of  the  treatment 
options  considered  in  this  rule  w«e 
calculated  by  identifying  those  activities 
necessary  to  support  oni^ore  disposal  of 
drilling  wastes.  Those  activitiee 
requiring  fuel  consumption  include 
supply  l^ts  to  transport  the  drilling 
wastes,  crane  operatiem  at  the  drilling 
sites  and  marine  transfer  stations  to 
facilitate  off-loading  the  wastes,  irucks 
to  transport  the  wastes  frmn  the  marine 
transfor  station  to  the  emshore  disposal 
site,  and  earth-moving  e<^pment  at  the 
disposal  site  to  facilitate  landspreading 
and  landfill  operations.  Since  many 
disposal  sites  are  either  located  at 
marine  transfer  stations,  or  wastes  may 
be  transferred  at  marine  transfer  statiems 
from  supply  vessels  to  barges  and  then 
transported  on  waterways  to  the 
disposal  sites,  much  of  the  drilling 
waste  may  not  actually  reouire  truck 
transportation.  However,  me  fuel 
requirements  and  air  emissions 
attributed  to  truck  usage  in  EPA's 
analysis  are  considered  to  approximate 
the  energy  requirements  and  air 
emissions  resulting  from  the  alternative 
use  of  barge  traffic. 

EPA  usra  the  volumes  of  drilling 
waste  requiring  onshore  disposal  to 
estimate  the  number  of  supply  boat  trips 
necessary  to  haul  the  waste  to  shore.  - 
Projections  made  regarding  boat  use 
included  types  of  brats  usra  for  waste 
transport,  the  distance  travelled  by  the 
boats,  allowances  for  maneuvwing, 
idling  and  loading  operations  at  the  drill 
site,  and  inport  activities  at  the  marine 
transfer  station.  EPA  estimated  fuel 
required  to  operate  the  cranes  at  the 
drill  site  and  inp<Ht  based  on 
projections  of  crane  usage.  EPA 
determined  crane  usage  by  considering 
the  drilling  waste  volumes  to  be 
handled  and  estimates  of  crane  handling 
capacity.  EPA  also  used  drilling  waste 
volumes  to  determine  the  number  of 
trudi  trips  required.  The  number  of 
trude  trips,  in  conjunction  udth  the 
distance  travelled  between  the  marine 
transfer  station  and  the  disposal  site, 
enabled  an  estimate  of  fuel  usage.  T^ 
use  of  land-spreading  equipmmit  at  the 
disposal  site  was  bas^  on  the  drilling 
waste  volumes  and  the  prelected 
capacity  of  the  equipment.  The 
methodology  used  to  determine  fuel 
consumptiem  is  further  discussed  in  the 
Development  Document.  Table  8 
summarizes  the  incremental  increase  in 
energy  requirements  for  the  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  options 
considered  for  this  rufe. 

c.  Air  Emissions.  EPA  estinaated  air 
emissions  resulting  from  the  operation 


of  boats,  cranes,  trucks  and  earth- 
moving  equipment  by  using  emission 
factors  relating  the  production  of  air 
pollutants  to  time  of  equipment 
operation  and  amount  of  fuel  consumed. 
The  incremental  increase  in  air 
emissions  associated  with  the  control 
optiems  considered  by  EPA  in  this  final 
rulemaking  are  presented  in  Table  8. 

In  developing  regulations  to  ccmtrol 
air  pollution  OCS  sources  pursuant 
to  the  1990  Clean  Air  Act  Aroendmmits, 
the  EPA  Office  of  Air  Quality  Plarming 
and  Standards  estimated  the  air 
emissions  associated  with  various  stages 
of  oil/gas  resource  development 
activities  ("Control  Costs  Associated 
With  Air  Emission  Regulations  For  OCS 
Facilities,"  Final  Rep<»t  September  30, 
1991.  Prepared  by  Mathtech,  Inc.  for 
EPA).  In  this  study,  EPA  estimated 
levels  of  both  controlled  and 
imcontrolled  emissions  from 
exploration,  development,  and 
production  operations.  Nitrogen  oxides 
(NO,)  emissions  from  explmatory 
drilling  activities  were  estimated  at  78 
tons/operation.  For  comparison,  the 
increase  in  air  emissions  due  to  ofisheue 
and  emshore  activities  related  to  onshore 
disposal  of  drilling  wastes  is  estimated 
at  approximately  1.5  tons  of  NO.  fra 
each  well  subject  to  the  zero  dis^arge 
limitations. 

d.  Interaction  with  OCS  Air 
Regulations.  The  regulation  of  air 
emissions  from  outer  continental  shelf 
(OCS)  sources  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990 
(CAAA)  was  the  sole  responsibility  of 
the  Minerals  Managemrait  Service 
(MMS),  which  administered  the 
Department  of  the  Interira  (DOI)  air 
quality  rules  (30  CFR  270.45, 46).  The 
CAAA  partitioned  the  regulation  of  air 
emissions  from  OCS  sources  betwerai 
MMS,  which  will  continue  to 
administer  the  DOI  regulations  for  the 
Western  and  Central  Gulf  of  Mexico 
planning  areas  (off  the  states  of  Texas, 
Louisiana.  Mississippi  and  Alabama), 
and  EPA,  vdiich  will  have  respraisibility 
for  the  regulaticm  of  OCS  sources  along 
the  Paci^,  Arctic  and  Atlantic  coasts 
and  along  the  Gulf  coast  off  the  state  of 
Florida. 

On  September  4, 1992,  EPA 
promulgated  new  requiremraits  to 
control  air  pollution  from  OCS  sources 
(57  FR  40792).  The  purpose  of  the 
requirements  is  to  attain  and  maintain 
Federal  and  State  ambient  air  quality 
standards,  and  to  provide  for  equity 
between  onshrae  fecilities  and  OCS 
facilities  located  within  25  miles  of  state 
seaward  boundaries  (i.e..  within  25 
miles  of  the  outer  boundary  of  twritorial 
seas).  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
effluent  guidelines  and  NSPS 
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promulgated  today  by  this  rule  under 
the  CWA  apply  to  all  activities  located 
seaward  of  the  inner  boundary  of  the 
territorial  seas  and  thus  includes  the 
territorial  seas,  the  contiguous  zone  and 
the  ocean. 

The  OCS  rule  establishes  two  separate 
regulatory  regimes.  For  OCS  sources 
within  25  miles  of  states’  seaward 
boundaries,  the  requirements  are  the 
same  as  those  that  would  be  applicable 
if  the  source  were  located  in  the 
corresponding  onshore  area  (COA).  The 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard 
(NAAQS)  attainment  classification  of 
the  onshore  area  determines  the  degree 
of  additional  control  and  air  emission 
offset  requirements  for  OCS  sources 
within  25  miles  of  a  State  seaward 
boundary  (except  in  the  Central  and 
Western  COM  planning  areas).  If  any 
part  of  the  onshore  area  adjacent  to  an 
OCS  planning  area  is  designated  as 
nonattainment  for  a  pollutant,  then  the 
regulatory  requirements  applicable  to 
the  nonattainment  classification  for  that 
area  would  apply  to  the  entire  area  of 
the  OCS  planning  area  within  25  miles 
of  the  State  seaward  boundary. 

Sources  located  beyond  25  miles  of 
the  states’  seaward  boundaries  are 
subject  to  federal  requirements  for 
Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
(PSD),  New  Source  Performance 
Standards  (NSPS)  and,  to  the  extent  that 
they  are  rationally  related  to  the 
attainment  and  maintenance  of  federal 
or  state  ambient  air  quality  standards  or 
to  PSD,  National  Emission  Standards  for 
Hazardous  Air  Pollutants  (NESHAPS). 
All  OCS  sources  operating  adjacent  to 
any  State  other  than  Texas,  Louisiana, 
Mississippi,  or  Alabama  will  be  subject 
to  requirements  under  one  of  the  above 
regimes. 

In  reevaluating  the  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  associated  with 
onshore  disposal  requirements  for  this 
rule,  EPA  considered  the  effect  of  the 
OCS  air  regulations  and  state 
requirements  on  the  air  emissions 
resulting  from  transporting  drilling 
wastes.  Areas  requiring  emissions 
offsets  under  the  OCS  air  regulations 
(those  adjacent  to  nonattainment  areas) 
are  located  seaward  of  the  outer 
boundary  of  the  territorial  seas  (states’ 
seaward  boundary)  to  a  distance  of  25 
miles  from  that  boundary.  Drilling 
activity  within  state  waters  would  not 
come  under  the  OCS  air  regulation,  and 
those  activities  beyond  the  25  mile 
delineation  would  not  be  subject  to  the 
limitations  of  a  corresponding  onshore 
area.  Emissions  in  state  waters  would, 
however,  be  subject  to  state  and  local 
rules  and  may  also  require  offsetting.  In 
analyzing  the  impacts  associated  with 
this  rule,  EPA  quantified  potentially 


needed  emission  offsets  and  calculated 
their  associated  costs. 

e.  Consumptive  Water  Use.  Since  little 
or  no  additional  water  is  required  above 
that  of  usual  consumption,  no 
consumptive  water  loss  is  expected  as  a 
result  of  this  final  rule. 

f.  Other  Factors.  Impact  of  Marine 
Traffic  on  Coastal  Waterways.  In 
evaluating  the  impact  of  this  rule  on  the 
potential  for  increased  service  vessel 
traffic,  dredging,  and  the  widening  of 
navigation  flannels,  EPA  review^ 

MMS  data  and  industry  comments 
regarding  current  practice  in  supply 
boat  usage.  The  service  vessel  usage  at 
offshore  facilities  may  be  as  high  as  two 
supply  boats  per  day  and  two  crew 
boats  per  day  during  the  exploration 
and  development  phases.  In  general, 
service  vessels  maxe  three  trips  per 
week  to  exploration  and  development 
operations  and  one  trip  per  weelc  to 
production  platforms.  A  boat  may  visit 
only  one  site  or,  if  it  is  only  going  to 
production  platforms,  may  visit  as  many 
as  five  platforms  in  a  single  trip. 

The  oil  and  gas  industry  in  tne  Gulf 
of  Mexico  uses  the  extensive  waterway 
system  located  within  the  Gulf  coastal 
states  to  provide  access  between 
onshore  support  operations  and  offshore 
platforms  and  rigs.  Oil  industry  support 
vessels  moving  along  coastal  navigation 
channels  include  crewhoats,  supply 
boats,  barge  systems,  derrick  vessels, 
geophysical-survey  boats,  and  floating 
production  platforms.  Navigation 
channels  serve  as  routes  for  service 
vessels  traveling  back  and  forth  from 
service  and  supply  bases.  Generally,  oil 
and  gas  industry  use  accounts  for  less 
than  ten  percent  (10%)  of  all 
commercial  usage  of  the  Gulf  coastal 
navigation  channels  according  to  MMS 
data. 

The  most  recent  data  obtained  from 
MMS  show  that  about  25,000  service 
vessel  trips  are  made  annually  to 
support  oil  and  gas  related  activities  in 
Federal  waters  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
The  MMS  data  does  not  include  vessel 
traffic  destined  for  coastal  or  offshore 
activities  in  the  State  territorial  seas  and 
therefore  imdercounts  actual  boat 
traffic.  (Note  that,  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
about  8  percent  of  existing  platforms 
and  14  percent  of  projected  new  drilling 
activity  in  the  offshore  subcategory  is 
within  state  territorial  seas.)  In 
estimating  the  vessel  traffic  resulting 
frum  this  rule,  EPA  projected  that 
transporting  drilling  wastes  ashore  from 
a  well  subject  to  zero  discharge  would 
require,  on  average,  5  to  6  service  vessel 
trips  and  result  in  an  incremental 
increase  of  approximately  740  service 
vessel  trips  per  year.  Ninety  percent 
(90%),  or  670,  of  these  boat  trips  would 


take  place  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Despite 
the  limitations  of  the  MMS  data,  it  does 
indicate  that  the  incremental  increase  in 
boat  traffic  due  to  this  rule  would  be 
less  than  three  percent  (3%)  of  all 
service  vessel  traffic. 

In  evaluating  impacts  of  vessel  traffic 
for  its  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  its  five-year  comprehensive  program. 
MMS  projected  that  an  additional 
100,000  service  vessel  trips  will  result 
from  planned  leasing  and  development 
activities.  Although  this  boat  activity 
will  occur  over  the  life  of  the  new 
activities,  the  majority  of  the  vessel 
traffic  is  expected  to  occur  within  the 
next  10-15  years.  Upon  analysis  of 
current  and  project^  vessel  traffic  and 
data  on  navigational  channel  usage, 
MMS  concluded  that  some  maintenance 
dredging  or  deepening  of  navigation 
channels  may  be  required,  but  no  new 
navigation  channels  were  anticipated 
due  to  the  increased  traffic. 

Since  service  vessels  must  have 
unimpeded  access  to  supply  bases  to 
continue  servicing  ofishore  activities, 
maintenance  dredging  of  navigation 
channels  will  be  required  regardless  of 
whether  this  rule  is  promulgated.  The 
channels  used  by  vessel  traffic  in 
transporting  drilling  wastes  to  onshore 
disposal  sites  will  also  continue  to  be 
maintained  since  over  700,000  barrels  of 
offshore-generated  drilling  wastes  are 
already  l^ing  transported  to  shore  in 
compliance  with  NPDES  permit 
limitations.  Recalling  that  oil  and  gas 
related  traffic  accounts  for  less  than  ten 
percent  of  all  commercial  use  of  the 
navigation  channels  and  that  oil/gas 
related  vessel  traffic  resulting  from  this 
rule  will  increase  by  less  than  three 
percent  (3%),  any  increase  in  vessel 
traffic  due  to  this  rule  would  be  small 
in  relation  to  the  total  commercial  boat 
traffic  in  these  channels  (3%  of  10% 
equals  0.03%).  No  significant  increase 
in  dredging  activities  is  anticipated  as  a 
result  of  this  rule. 

Safety 

The  industry  has  argued  that  injuries 
and  fatalities  would  increase  as  a  result 
of  hauling  additional  volumes  of 
drilling  wastes  to  shore.  EPA 
acknowledges  that  safety  concerns 
always  exist  at  oil  and  gas  facilities, 
regardless  of  whether  pollution  control 
is  required.  EPA  believes  that  the 
appropriate  response  to  these  concerns 
is  adequate  worker  safety  training  and 
procedures  as  is  practiced  as  part  of  the 
normal  and  proper  operation  of  offshore 
oil  and  gas  facilities. 
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Administrative/EnforcMnent 

Consideraticms 

Administrative  burden  and 
enforcement  issues  associated  with  this 
rule  were  considered  and  are  discussed 
in  the  following  secticm  on  options 
selection. 

5. 6CT  Option  Selection 

EPA  has  selected  the  **3  Mile  Gulf/ 
California”  option  for  BCT  effluent 
limitations  for  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings.  Drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  from  wells  drilled  by  existing 
sources  at  a  distance  of  3  miles  or  less 
from  shore  will  be  prohibited  from 
discharge.  Wells  drilled  by  existing 
sources  at  a  distance  greater  than  3 
miles  from  shore  would  be  allowed  to 
discharge  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  after  meeting  the  limitation  for 
no  discharge  of  free  oil  as  determined  by 
the  static  sheen  test.  However,  for  BCT 
in  the  Alaska  region  the  BCT  limitation 
for  all  wells  is  l^ing  set  at  no  discharge 
of  free  oil  as  determined  by  the  static 
sheen  test.  The  exclusion  from  zero 
discharge  only  applies  to  drilling 
operations  off  Alaska;  all  other  ofrshore 
regions,  including  those  in  which  no 
drilling  activity  is  currently  taking 
place,  must  comply  with  the  proMbition 
on  discharges  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  within  3  miles  from  shore. 

As  discussed  above  in  section  Vn.A.2 
under  each  option  ccmsidered  Alaska 
was  excluded  from  the  zero  discharge 
requirement  because  specific  situations 
exist  in  Alaskan  waters  ^tate  and  OCS 
waters  off  of  Alaska)  which  make 
marine  transport  and  onshore  disposal 
of  offshore-generated  drilling  wastes 
difflcult.  Reasons  for  this  primarily 
relate  to  the  severe  weather  conditions. 
Because  of  sea  ice,  tugs  and  barges  can 
only  be  used  for  a  short  period  of  time 
in  the  summer  during  open  water/ 
broken  ice  season.  In  addition,  winter 
snow  and  fog  conditions  restrict 
visibility.  White-out  conditions  occur 
restricting  air  and  water  travel.  EPA  also 
considered  the  long  distances  (both 
offshore  and  onshore)  required  to 
transport  the  wastes  to  areas  which  may 
be  suitable  for  land  disposal,  and  the 
lack  of  current  land  disposal  sites.  For 
these  reasons  EPA  is  excluding  wells 
drilled  off  Alaska  from  the  zero 
discharge  requirement.  However,  the 
discharges  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  from  all  wells  drilled  in  the 
offshore  subcategory  off  of  Alaska  will 
be  required  to  comply  with  the 
prohibition  on  disimarges  containing 
free  oil. 

The  “3  Mile  Gulf/Califomia”  option, 
when  compared  to  the  other  options 
considered  fm  the  control  of  drilling 


fluids  and  drill  cuttings,  will  result  in 
progress  toward  the  g^  oi  the  Clean 
Water  Act  to  eliminate  the  discharge  of 
all  pollutants  while  providing  the 
apinopriate  balance  of  the 
considerations  required  imder  the  Act. 

As  discussed  in  the  above  section  on 
BCT  costs,  this  option  passes  both  BCT 
cost  reasonableness  tests  and  is 
economically  achievable.  EPA  believes 
the  non-water  quality  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  the  "3  Mile . 
Gulf/Califomia”  BCT  limitaticsis,  in 
conjunction  with  those  additicmal 
impacts  associated  with  the  BAT  and 
NSPS  limitations  cm  discharges  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  and  the 
impacts  due  to  the  coastal  drilling 
general  permit  for  Texas  and  Louisiana, 
are  reasonable.  The  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  are  discussed  in 
more  detail  in  section  VILA.4  of  this 
Notice  and  the  Development  Document. 

EPA  rejected  a  4-miIe  zero  discharge 
delineation  due  to  the  small  difference 
in  the  number  of  new  wells  to  be  drilled 
between  3  and  4  miles,  and  comments 
identifying  this  mileage  as  causing  some 
confusion  and  burdmi  on  permitting  and 
inspection  authorities  ana  operators  as 
well  as  a  desire  expressed  by  states  aitd 
federal  regulators  to  make  the  zero 
discharge  zone  consistent  with  the  3- 
mile  delineation  for  state  waters  under 
the  CWA.  EPA  has  also  rejected  the  "8 
Mile  Gulf/3  Mile  California”  and  “Zero 
Discharge  Gulf/Califomia”  options  in 
large  part  due  to  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  as  discussed 
below.  Since  proposal,  EPA  has 
reevaluated  the  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  and  has 
determined  that  several  factors  have 
changed:  the  amoimt  of  waste  to  be 
disposed  onshore  under  this  rule,  the 
amount  of  waste  projected  to  be 
disposed  onshore  under  the  coastal 
drilling  permit,  and  the  disposal 
capacity  for  disposing  of  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings.  In  reassessing  the 
pollutant  removals  and  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts  for  this 
final  rule,  EPA  revised  downward  the 
projections  of  energy  requirements,  air 
emissions,  solid  waste  (drilling  waste) 
requiring  onshore  disposal,  and 
available  “excess  capacity”  at  permitted 
focilities  available  for  disposal  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings. 

Prombition  on  the  discharge  (zero 
discharge)  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  as  a  treatment  and  ctmtrol 
method  (except  for  Alaska)  eras 
identified  in  the  March  1991  proposal  as 
technologically  available  and  cost 
reasonahm  (passed  BCT  cost  test).  EPA 
rejected  that  option  requiring  zero 
discharge  of  all  drilling  wastes  at  the 
time  of  proposal  because  of  concerns 


related  to  associated  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts.  In  this  final 
rule,  EPA  rejects  tne  “Zero  Discharge 
Gulf/Califbriua”  option  because  the 
incremoital  increase  in  drilling  wastes 
(6.6  MMU)l/yr  of  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings)  requiring  onshme 
disposal  exceeds  the  cmshore  disposal 
capacity  in  the  Gulf  coast  region  and  air 
einissions  (54  tons/year)  in  ^ 

California  r^on  would  be 
unacceptable. 

As  discussed  above,  under  all  options 
except  "Zen  Discharge  Gulf/ 

California,”  zero  disimarge  off  the  coast 
of  California  was  limited  to  a  distance 
of  three  miles  from  shore.  The  Southern 
California  air  basin  currently  is  in 
nonattaiiunent  of  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  and  the 
level  of  air  onissions  associated  with 
some  options  considered  for  this 
rulemaldng  is  significant.  This  region 
has  undergtme  strict  controls  on  air 
emissions  frir  a  number  of  years  in  an 
attempt  to  improve  air  quality.  Although 
the  absolute  quantity  of  mnissions 
anticipated  off  California  due  to 
compliance  with  today’s  rule  are 
substantially  less  than  those  projected 
for  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  the  C^fbrnia  air 
basin  is  one  in  which  impacts  on  air 
quality  are  of  particular  concern.  Air 
quality  in  the  Gulf  region  is  generally 
much  better  than  in  California  and, 
since  controls  on  air  emissions  in  the 
Gulf  region  are  generally  less  stringent 
than  in  California,  there  are  many 
options  available  in  the  Gulf  region  if 
needed  to  offset  increased  air  emissions. 
In  California,  howew,  air  quality 
controls  have  readied  a  point  where  it 
is  much  more  difficult  to  obtain 
necessary  offsetting  reducticms  in  air 
emissions.  In  evaluating  the  air 
emissions  in  this  rulemtJdng,  EPA 
determined  that  establishing  a  rero 
discharge  limitation  at  6  or  8  miles  from 
shore,  or  for  all  wells  off  of  California 
would  result  in  an  unacceptable  level 
(42  to  54  tons/year)  of  air  emissions.  In 
setting  the  zero  discharge  requirement  at 
a  distance  of  3  miles  frtra  riiore,  air 
emissions  are  significantly  reduced  to 
an  acceptable  level  (3.3  tons/year).  With 
regard  to  the  drilling  waste  volumes  for 
the  California  region,  EPA  identified  no 
onshore  disposal  capacity  problem  and 
determined  that  sufficient  disposal 
capacity  exists  for  the  volume  of  drilling 
waste  anticipated  under  any  regulatory 
option,  including  zero  discharge  from 
all  wells.  Enorgy  requirmnents  (440  bbl 
of  diesel  fuel  per  year)  in  this  region 
wwe  also  determined  to  be  acceptable 
under  all  regulatory  options. 

EPA  rejects  the  ‘NB  Mile  Gulf/3  Mile 
California”  option  also  because  of 
unacceptable  non-water  quality 
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environmental  impacts.  The  amount  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  that 
would  be  required  to  be  disposed  of 
onshore  under  this  rule  and  the  general 
permit  for  coastal  drilling  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  would  consume  approximately 
45  percent  of  the  excess  disposal 
capacity  in  the  Gulf  coast  region.  EPA 
believes  that  selecting  this  option  does 
not  leave  an  adequate  capacity  margin 
to  dispose  of  wastes  horn  current 
offshore  activities  in  which  drilling 
wastes  fail  the  static  sheen,  toxicity  or 
metals  limits  (or  from  the  zero  discharge 
zone)  and  future  offshore,  coastal,  or 
onshore  drilling  activities  not 
anticipated  by  EPA,  or  other  reductions 
in  capacity  caused  by  cessation  of 
operation  (voluntarily  or  through 
revocation  of  existing  permits)  of 
currently  permitted  sites.  EPA’s  selected 
option  of  setting  the  zero  discharge 
requirement  at  a  disUmce  of  3  miles 
from  shore  reduces  the  onshore  disposal 
volume  to  an  acceptable  level. 

EPA  received  a  number  of  comments 
recommending  the  establishment  of  the 
zero  discharge  zone  at  3  miles  from 
shore.  At  proposal,  EPA  considered  the 
3  mile  distance  in  addition  to  the 
distances  discussed  above.  However, 
EPA  declined  to  choose  that  distance  in 
its  preferred  option  because  industry 
profile  information  on  existing 
platforms  within  3  miles  from  shore  was 
limited  and  projections  for  new  well 
drilling  activity  within  3  miles  needed 
additional  confirmation.  In  the  1991 
proposal,  EPA  solicited  information 
regarding  activity  within  State  waters  (3 
miles),  and  stated  that  it  would  consider 
setting  the  final  rule  on  distances  other 
than  4  miles,  including  a  3-mile 
delineation,  if  additional  information  ' 
regarding  activity  in  State  waters 
became  available.  Subsequent  to  the 
proposal,  EPA  received  additional  data 
on  ^e  number  and  location  of  existing 
platforms  which  increased  estimates  of 
existing  platforms  and  confirmed  earlier 
estimates  of  projected  activity  within  3 
miles  of  shore. 

EPA  also  received  comments 
regarding  the  potential  for  confusion 
and  the  administrative  burden  in 
selecting  a  delineation  other  than  the 
pre-existing  3-mile  boundary  between 
State  territorial  seas  and  Federal  waters. 
In  all  ofishore  areas  with  the  exception 
of  Texas  and  the  Gulf  coast  of  Florida, 
States  assert  jurisdiction  over  the 
mineral  rights  off  their  shores  up  to  a 
distance  of  three  miles.  There  is 
overlapping  jurisdiction  under  the  CWA 
and  the  Submerged  Lands  Act  (SLA)  (43 
U.S.C.  1301,  et  seq.).  Under  the  CWA, 
States  have  jurisdiction  over  waters 
extending  three  miles  from  shore. 
Persons  discharging  to  these  waters  are 


required  to  comply  with  any  state  water 
quality  standards.  Under  the  SLA,  Texas 
and  Florida  exercise  mineral  rights  in 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico  up  to  3  marine 
leagues  (approximately  10.35  miles).  In 
waters  beyond  3  miles,  or  3  marine 
leagues  for  Texas  and  Florida,  the 
Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS)  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  leases 
mineral  rights  and  manages  OCS 
mineral  operations  imder  the  authority 
of  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands 
Act  (OCSLA).  MMS  conducts  periodic 
inspections  of  offrhore  oil  and  gas 
activities  in  the  Federal  waters  imder 
the  OCSLA  and,  under  a  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  EPA, 
conducts  NPDES  compliance 
inspections  on  behalf  of  EPA  in  those 
areas.  Commenters  asserted  that  it 
would  be  more  appropriate  to  select  the 
State/Federal  water  boundary  as  the 
delineation  for  a  zero  discharge 
limitation,  rather  than  the  4-mile  limit 
so  that  MMS  or  the  Region  would  not 
have  to  inspect  for  zero  discharge  at  any 
facilities  within  the  one-mile  band 
between  3  and  4  miles  while  inspecting 
for  compliance  with  a  different  set  of 
discharge  limitations  beyond  4  miles. 
EPA  al^  believes  that  the  three  mile 
option,  which  is  consistent  with  state 
waters  under  the  CWA,  will  help  to 
simplify  the  regulatory  framework 
applicable  to  offshore  waters.  Another 
factor  considered  by  EPA  is  that  only 
about  12  wells  per  year  (less  than  two 
percent  of  the  total  wells  drilled 
annually)  are  expected  to  be  drilled  in 
the  one-mile  band  between  three  and 
four  miles  from  shore. 

EPA  agrees  that  these  administrative 
and  enforcement  concerns  are  valid  and 
has  agreed  to  adopt  the  3-mile  option  in 
the  interest  of  simplifying  the  regulatory 
framework  applicable  to  ofishore  oil  and 
gas  activities. 

B.  BAT  and  NSPS 

1.  BAT  and  NSPS  Options  Considered 

Following  a  review  of  the  comments 
and  data  received  in  response  to  the 
proposal,  EPA  modified  the  control  and 
treatment  options  in  developing  the 
final  rule.  Three  options  were 
considered  for  BAT  and  NSPS  control 
and  treatment  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  for  the  final  rule.  These  options 
set  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  identical 
to  BCT  limits  with  respect  to  areas  of 
zero  discharge  for  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings.  BAT  and  NSPS  limits 
difler  from  BCT  in  that  they  place 
additional  limitations  on  the  discharge 
of  toxic  and  non-conventional 
pollutants  for  areas  (greater  distances 
nnm  shore)  in  which  discharges  are 
permissible.  NSPS  is  also  limiting  the 


discharge  of  conventional  pollutants. 
These  limitations  are  being  placed  on 
the  drill  cuttings  as  well  as  the  drilling 
fluids  because  the  data  show  that 
drilling  fluid  adheres  to  drill  cuttings 
and  is  discharged  along  with  the  drill 
cuttings.  The  same  pollutants  found  in 
drilling  fluids  are  thus  found  on  the 
drill  cuttings. 

The  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  on 
permissible  discharges  of  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  (e.g.,  those  facilities 
not  covered  by  the  zero  discharge 
limitations)  consist  of  four  basic 
requirements:  (1)  A  toxicity  limitation 
set  at  30,000  ppm  in  the  suspended 
particulate  phase;  (2)  a  prohibition  on 
the  discharge  of  diesel  oil;  (3)  no 
discharge  of  free  oil  based  on  the  static 
sheen  test;  and  (4)  limitations  for 
cadmium  and  mercxuy  set  in  the  stock 
barite  at  3  mg/kg  and  1  mg/kg, 
respectively. 

The  30,000  ppm  toxicity  limitation, 
prohibition  on  discharges  of  diesel  oil 
and  free  oil,  and  the  limitations  on 
mercury  and  cadmium  in  the  stock 
barite  are  required  by  general  NPDES 
permits  in  Region  6  and  10  (Region  lO’s 
pre-approval  method  for  toxicity  is 
based  on  the  30,000  ppm  limit).  In 
Region  6,  compliance  with  the  no 
discharge  of  oil  limitation  is 
allowed  by  either  the  visual  or  static 
sheen  test.  Permits  in  Regions  4  and  9 
also  include  limits  similar  to  the  BAT 
and  NSPS  limits  of  this  rule.  To  the 
extent  that  the  limitations  of  this  rule 
are  already  required  by  permits,  EPA 
believes  that  this  demonstrates  that  the 
limits  are  technologically  available  and 
economically  achievable.  The 
availability  and  economic  achievability 
of  the  limitations  included  in  this  rule 
are  further  discussed  in  other  sections  of 
this  preamble,  the  Development 
Document  and  the  Economic  Impact 
Analysis  (EIA). 

The  30,000  ppm  toxicity  limitation  is 
technologically  available  and 
economically  achievable  emd  reflects  the 
BAT  and  NSPS  levels  of  control,  as 
discussed  in  sections  XIV  emd  XVI  of 
the  preamble,  the  Development 
Document  and  the  EIA.  l^e  limitation 
is  the  same  as  that  proposed.  The 
piirpose  of  the  toxicity  limitation  is  to 
encourage  the  use  of  water-based  or 
other  low  toxicity  drilling  fluids  and  the 
use  of  low-toxicity  drilling  fluid 
additives. 

EPA  believes  that  the  30,000  ppm 
toxicity  limit  on  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  is  an  appropriate  BAT/NSPS 
limit  based  on  product  substitution  and/ 
or  transporting  drilling  wastes  to  shore 
for  disposal.  For  the  rationale  as  to  why 
EPA  selected  this  limitation  see  section 
XVI.  EPA  has  evaluated  product 
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substitution  and  baiging/onshore 
disposal  and 'finds  these  technologies  to 
be  available  and  economically 
achievable  for  this  industry,  resulting  in 
no  barrier  to  future  entry.  Product 
substitution  refers  to  the  substitution  of 
lower  toxicity  drilling  fluids  and 
additives  in  place  of  higher  toxicity 
fluids  and  additives.  Piquet 
substitution  as  required  in  the  Region  10 
general  permits  for  oil  and  gas  facilities 
offshore  Alaska  and  in  the  Region  6 
general  permit  for  oil  and  gas  activities 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  has  been  upheld 
by  two  Federal  Qrcuit  Courts.  Sw  API 
V.  EPA,  858  F.2d  261  (5th  Qr.  1988) 
revised  opinion,  864  F.2d  1156  (5th  Cir. 
1988)  (Reg.  10  permit);  NRDCv.  EPA, 
863  F.2d  1420  (9th  Qr.  1988)  (Reg.  6 
permit).  These  standards  are  not 
expected  to  have  any  significant  non¬ 
water  quality  environmental  impacts 
mainly  because  the  toxicity  limits  are 
already  applied  by  existing  permits  and 
operators  utilize  product  substitution 
wherever  possible  to  prevent  the  .need 
,  for  onshore  disposal.  Where  the  toxicity 
of  the  spent  drilling  fluids  and  cuttings 
exceeds  the  toxicity  limitation,  the 
method  of  compliance  with  this 
limitation  would  be  to  transport  the 
spent  fluid  system  to  shore  for  either 
reconditioning/reuse  or  land  disposal. 
Further  discussion  on  the 
implementation  of  the  toxicity 
limitation  is  presented  in  section  XX. 

The  prohibitions  on  the  discharge  of 
free  oil  and  diesel  oil  are  intended  to 
limit  the  oil  content  in  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  wastestreams  and 
thereby  control  the  priority  as  well  as 
conventional  and  nonconventional 
pollutants  present  in  those  oils.  The 
pollutants  fi-ee  oil  and  diesel  oil  are 
each  considered  to  be  "indicators”  of 
the  toxic  and  nonconventional 
pollutants  in  the  complex  hydrocarbon 
mixtures  present  in  those  oils.  An 
indicator  pollutant  is  one  that,  by  its 
regulation,  will  provide  control  on 
discharges  of  one  or  more  toxic 
pollutants.  Diesel  oil  is  being  regulated 
as  a  nonconventional  pollutant  and  an 
indicator  because  it  contains  such  toxic 
organic  pollutants  as  benzene,  toluene, 
ethylbenzene,  naphthalene  and 
phenanthrene.  Free  oil  is  being 
regulated  as  a  nonconventionm 
pollutant  and  an  indicator  of  the  toxic 
and  nonconventional  pollutants  found 
present  in  crude  and  other  oils,  and 
(under  NSPS)  as  a  surrogate  for  oil  and 
grease  in  recognition  of  its  previous  um 
under  BPT.  The  sampling  and  analysis 
data  demonstrate  that  when  the  amount 
of  oil  is  reduced  in  drilling  fluids,  the 
concentrations  of  priority  and 
nonconventional  pollutants  present  in 


the  fluid  (and  that  portion  of  drilling 
fluid  which  adheres  to  drill  cuttings)  are 
reduced.  EPA  has  determined  that  the 
controls  on  diesel  oil  and  fiee  oil  will 
provide  BAT  and  NSPS-level  control  of 
the  toxic  and  nonconventional 
pollutants  present  in  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings.  This  method  of  toxic 
regulation  is  necessary  because  it  is  not 
feasible  to  establish  specific  limitations 
upon  each  of  the  toxic  pollutants 
present  in  the  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings. 

In.the  March  1991  proposal.  EPA 
proposed  a  prohibition  on  the  discharge 
of  (mlling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
containing  diesel  oil  in  detectable 
amounts.  Comments  received  in 
response  to  the  March  1991  proposal 
questioned  the  need  to  consider 
detectability  and  expressed  concern 
regeu'ding  the  potential  for  confusion 
over  the  term  “in  detectable  amounts.” 
EPA  agrees  that  inclusion  of  the  term 
"in  detectable  amoimts”  wm 
superfluous.  Since  the  proposed 
prohibition  was  an  absolute  prohibition 
on  any  diesel  (whether  as  a  mud  system 
component  or  an  additive  for  any 
purpose),  any  drilling  fluid  system  to 
which  an  operator  had  added  diesel  oil 
would  be  automatically  prohibited  from 
discharge,  regeirdless  of  its 
concentration  and  whether  or  not  it  was 
above  the  analytical  level  of  detection. 

In  addition,  any  drill  cuttings  associated 
with  that  diesel-contaminated  drilling 
fluid  system  would  also  be  prohibited 
finm  discharge.  The  term  "in  detectable 
amoimts”  has  been  deleted  in  this  final 
rule  since  the  discharge  of  all  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  containing 
diesel  oil  is  prohibited. 

The  discharge  of  diesel  oil.  either  as 
a  component  in  an  oil-based  drilling 
fluid  or  as  an  additive  to  a  water-based 
drilling  fluid,  would  be  prohibited 
under  the  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  of 
this  rule.  The  method  of  compliance 
with  this  prohibition  is  to:  (1)  Use 
mineral  oil  instead  of  diesel  oil  for 
lubricating  and  spotting  purposes;  or  (2) 
transport  to  shore  for  recovery  of  the  oil, 
reconditioning  of  the  drilling  fluid  for 
reuse,  and  land  disposal  of  the  drill 
cuttings.  EPA  believes  that  in  most  cases 
substitution  of  mineral  oil  will  be  the 
method  of  compliance  with  the  diesel 
oil  discharge  prohibition.  Mineral  oil  is 
a  less  toxic  alternative  to  diesel  oil  emd 
is  av€ulable  to  serve  the  same 
operational  requirements. 

The  diesel  oil  prohibition  is 
technologically  available  because  an 
operator  may  substitute  the  diesel  with 
mineral  oil  and  water-based  drilling 
fluids.  Whenever  this  is  not  possible, 
the  operator  can  transport  the  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  to  shore  for 


treatment  and/or  disposal.  The  diesel  oil 
prohibition  is  not  expected  to  have  any 
significant  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  and  is 
economically  achievable  as  shown  in 
section  XIV  of  the  preamble  and  the 
EIA.  Existing  NPDES  permits  prohibit 
the  dischaim  of  oil-b^ed  drilling  fluids 
as  well  as  mesel  added  to  a  drilltog 
fluid  for  lubricating  purposes  or  a  pill 
to  free  a  stuck  drill  pipe. 

The  prohibition  on  discharges  of  fiee 
oil  as  determined  by  the  static  sheen  test 
is  technologicaliy  available  and 
economically  achievable  and  reflects  the 
BAT  and  NSPS  levels  of  control.  The 
static  sheen  test  requires  the  operator  to 
collect  a  measured  sample  volume,  mix 
it  with  a  volume  of  receiving  water  in 
a  container,  and  observe  for  the 
presence  of  a  sheen.  This  pre-discharge 
test  is  preferable  to  the  post-discharge 
visual  sheen  test  because  it  prevents 
discharges  of  fluids  containing  firee  oil, 
rather  than  merely  observing  (after  the 
discharge)  for  any  noncompliance  with 
the  requirement.  Further,  the  static 
sheen  test  is  performed  under  carefully 
controlled  conditions  (such  as  lighting 
and  viewing  aspect)  and  can  be 
performed  at  any  time,  while  the  visual 
sheen  test  (and  thus  dischfuges  relying 
upon  the  visual  sheen  test)  can  only  be 
conducted  under  conditions  in  which 
the  operator  can  see  the  surface  of  the 
water  and  observe  for  the  presence  of  a 
sheen.  The  existing  BPT  limitation 
prohibits  discharges  of  free  oil  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings. 

Existing  permits  in  Region  9  and  10 
require  operators  to  use  the  static  sheen 
test  to  determine  compliance  with  the 
no  discharge  of  free  oil  limit.  In  Region 
6.  compliance  may  be  determined  by 
either  the  static  sheen  or  visual  ^een 
test.  This  limitation  is  not  expected  to 
result  in  any  significant  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts  imder 
mis  rule. 

Mercury,  cadmium  and  other  metals 
present  in  discharges  of  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  are  often  also  found 
present  as  impurities  in  the  barite  used 
as  a  weighting  agent  in  drilling  fluid 
systems.  In  this  rule,  EPA  is  limiting 
mercury  and  cadmium  in  the  stock 
barite  as  indicator  pollutants  to  control 
the  metals  content  of  the  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  discharges. 
Compliance  wi&  this  limitation  is  based 
on  product  substitution  of  barite  from 
sources  that  either  do  not  contain  these 
metals  or  contain  the  metals  at  levels 
below  the  limitation. 

A  number  of  studies  have  found  that 
the  level  of  metals  impurities  in  barite 
is  a  function  of  the  barite  source.  Barite 
deposits  occur  primarily  as  either  vein 
or  bedded  deposits.  The  concentrations 
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of  trace  metals,  including -cadmium, 
mercury,  iron,  lead.  zinc,  mercury, 
arsenic,  tin.  titanium,  and  chromium 
vary  considerably  in  mined  deposits. 

The  bedded,  or  “cdean  barite.”  deposits 
are  relatively  pure  deposits  with  trace 
metals  typically  at  very  low  levels.  Vein, 
or  ”diity  barite,”  deposits  are  quite 
impure  and  contain  elevated  levels  (10- 
100  times  dxwe  those  of  clean  barite)  of 
the  metals.  EPA  has  evaluated  data  to 
determine  whether  limiting  die  levels  of 
cadmium  and  mercury  in  stodi:  barite 
would  also  limit  the  concentrations  of 
other  metals  as  welL  The  results  of 
EPA’s  analysis  showed  tiiat  for 
cadmium  in  barite,  the  metals  with 
positive  conelations  (the  metals  were 
reduced  edien  cadmhun  was  reduced) 
include  arsenic,  sodinm,  tin,  titanium 
and  zinc.  For  mercury  in  barite,  die 
metals  with  positive  conelatioas 
include  chromium,  lead,  molybdenum, 
sodium,  tin,  vanadium  and  zinc.  Based 
on  this  data.  EPA  believes  limiting 
cadmium  and  mercury  in  stodc  b^te  as 
indicator  pollutants  will  also  limit  other 
related  metals  in  disdiarges  ol  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings.  This  method  of 
regulation  is  necessary  because  it  is  not 
feasible  to  establish  specific  limitations 
for  each  of  the  toidc  pollutants  present 
in  this  westestream.  Based  on  data  in 
the  API/USEPA  Metals  Data  Base,  the 
availability  and  metals  content  of  clean 
barite  sources,  the  barite  volumes 
required  to  Mipport  ofishore  drilling 
operations,  and  existing  NPI^SS  permit 
requirements,  EPA  has  determined  that 
the  BAT  and  N^S  limitations  should 
be  set  at  1  mg/kg  for  mercury  and  3  mg/ 
kg  for  cadmium,  on  a  dry  wei^t  basis 
as  measured  in  the  stock  barite. 

In  the  1985  proposal.  EPA  included 
proposed  limitations  of  1  mg/kg  each 
(maximum)  of  cadmium  and  mercury  in 
the  disdrarge  of  the  whole  drilling  fluid 
on  a  dry  weight  basis  (essentially  an 
end-of-pipe  limitation).  In  the  1988 
notice  and  1991  proposal,  EPA 

ftresented  several  additional  alternative 
imitations  on  mercury  and  cadmium 
for  drilling  fluids  utd  drill  cuttings.  One 
of  these  aUemative  limkations 
presented  by  EPA  in  tire  1991  proposal 
was  a  limitation  of  3  mg/kg  cd  cadmium 
and  1  mg/kg  of  mercury  bued  on  stock 
barite  composition.  In  its  preferred 
option  presented  in  the  hferch  1991 
proposal,  EPA  proposed  setting  the 
limitation  on  c^mium  and  mercury  at 
1  mg/kg  each  in  the  whole  diilhng  fluid. 

Subsl^ent  to  the  March  1991 
proposal,  EPA  received  comments  and 
information  regarding  the  potential  fof 
the  presence  of  cadmium  to  the 
formation  itself  to  cause  noncompliance 
with  limitaticms  applied  at  the  point  of 
disrharge.  In  these  comments,  many 


industry  represmitatives  recommended 
establi^ing  limits  to  the  final  rule  on 
cadrmum  and  merciuy  in  the  stock 
barite  at  3  mg/kg  and  1  mg/kg, 
respectively.  EPA  has  an^yzi^  d^ 
fiom  the  American  Petroleum  Institute’s 
Fifteen  Rig  Study.  In  this  study,  samples 
of  drill  cuttings,  used  drilling  fluid,  and 
barite  from  a  number  of  drilling  sites 
were  sampled  for  metals  content. 

Results  of  EPA’s  statistical-analysis 
indkate  that  some  cadmium  present  in 
the  drilling  fluids  came  fiom  a  source 
other  tiian  the  barite.  Therefore,  product 
substitution  could  not  misure 
compliance  with  the  endnif-pipe 
limitation  in  the  whole  drilltog  fluid 
proposed  in  March  1991.  In  this  final 
rule,  EPA  has  re)ected  control 
alternatives  est^ilishing  limitations  on 
cadmium  and  mercury  at  the  point  of 
discharge  and  is  instead  setting  the 
limitations  in  the  stock  barite. 

The  limitations  on  cadmium  and 
mercury  in  stock  barite  are 
technologically  available  and 
economically  achievable  and  reflect  the 
BAT  and  NSPS  levels  of  control.  EPA 
has  investigated  the  adequacy  of 
available  foreign  and  domestic  supplies 
of  barite  to  meet  the  final  mercury  and 
cadmium  limits  of  the  rule.  This 
investigation  compared  foreign  and 
domestic  supplies,  with  compositions 
adequate  to  meet  the  final  limits,  to  the 
projected  industrial  demand.  The 
conclusion  was  that  there  are  sufficient 
supplies  of  barite  capable  of  meeting  the 
limits  of  this  rule  to  meet  the  needs  of 
offshore  drilling  operations.  As  part  of 
its  investigation,  ^A  also  considered 
the  potential  for  the  increased  demand 
for  clean  barite  stocks  resulting  from 
this  rule  to  cause  a  rise  in  the  cost  of 
barite.  The  estimated  increase  in  barite 
costs  was  included  in  EPA’s  economic 
impact  analysis  for  the  rule  and  found 
to  be  economically  achievable.  (See  the 
Development  Document,  ElA  and 
rulemaking  record  for  a  detailed 
discussion  of  the  availability  and 
economic  achievability  of  the  cadmium 
and  mercury  limitations.)  Existing 
general  NPI^S  pramits  in  Regions  6  and 
10  limit  cadmium  and  mercury  in  the 
stock  barite  at  3  mg/kg  and  1  mg/kg, 
respectively.  Existing  permits  in  R^on 
9  also  limit  cadmium  and  mercury  in 
the  stock  barite.  Since  most  existing 
permits  already  limit  cadmium  and 
mercury  in  the  ^ock  barite,  and 
compliance  with  the  limit  is  assured 
rior  to  the  start  of  drilling  operations 
y  obtaining  clean  barite  sources,  no 
significant  non-watN  quality 
envirozunental  impacts  associated  with 
the  cadmium  and  mercury  limits  are 
anticipated. 


2.  Non-Water  Quality  Environmental 
Impacts  and  Other  Factors 

The  non-water  quality  enviroammtal 
impacts  associated  with  the  BAT  and 
NSPS  limitations  of  this  rule  are  the 
same  as  discussed  for  BCT  in  section 
Vn.A.4. 

3.  BAT  and  NSPS  Option  Selection 

EPA  has  selected  the  “3  Mile  Gulf/ 
California”  option,  and  rejected  the 
other  BAT  and  NSPS  options 
considered,  for  the  final  effluent 
limitations  (BAT)  and  new  source 
performance  standards  (NSPS).  This 
option  is  technologically  available  and 
economically  achievable  and  reflects  the 
BAT  and  NS^S  levels  of  control.  Also, 
EPA  considered  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  in  selecting  the 
final  BAT  and  NSPS  options.  These 
considerations  are  summarized  in 
section  VIII.A  describing  the  BCT  option 
selection.  This  selected  option  will 
prohibit  the  disdrmge  of  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  fiom  new  and  existing 
sources  at  a  distance  of  three  miles  or 
less  from  shore.  New  and  existing 
sources  at  a  distance  greater  than  three 
miles  fiom  shore  would  be  permitted  to 
discharge  drilling  fluids  mid  drill 
cuttings  after  meeting  the  following 
requirements:  (1)  A  toxicity  limitation 
set  at  30,000  ppm  in  the  suspended 
particulate  phase;  (2)  a  prohibition  on 
the  discharge  of  diesel  oil;  (3)  a 
prohibition  on  the  discharge  of  free  oil 
as  determined  by  the  static  sheen  test; 
and  (4)  limitations  of  3  mg/kg  for 
cadmium  and  1  mg/kg  for  mercury  in 
the  stock  barite.  However,  for  the  Alaska 
region,  discharges  of  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  firom  existing  sources  will 
be  excluded  from  the  zero  discharge 
limitation.  As  previously  discussed  for 
BCT,  discharges  in  this  region  are 
excluded  fiom  zero  discharge  because  of 
the  special  climate  and  safety 
conditions  that  exist  for  parts  of  the  year 
that  make  marine  transportation  of 
drilling  wastes  particularly  difficult  and 
hazardous,  the  lack  of  current  onshore 
disposal  sites,  and  the  long  distances 
(of^ore  and  onshore)  over  which  the 
transportation  of  these  wastes  would 
have  to  occur.  Instead,  all  wells  drilled 
offshore  at  Alaska  will  be  required  to 
comply  with  the  limitations  on  fiee  oil, 
diesel  oil,  toxidty,  and  metals  content 
in  barite. 

VIII.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — 
Produced  Water 

A.  BCT 

1.  BCT  Options  Considered 

EPA  evaluated  reinjection  of 
produced  water  into  underground 
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formations,  granular  filtration, 
membrane  filtration,  and  gas  flotation  as 
options  for  the  technology  basis  for  the 
limitations  established  in  final  rule. 

EPA  rejected  membrane  filtration  as  a 
technology  basis  for  the  rule  because  it 
has  not  been  sufficiently  demonstrated 
as  available  to  support  national  effluent 
limitations  at  this  time.  In  the  proposal, 
EPA  selected  membrane  filtration  as  the 
preferred  technology  basis  for  BAT  and 
NSPS  produced  water  limitations. 
Membrane  filtration  is  a  commercially 
demonstrated  technology  in  other 
industries  and  several  manufacturers 
have  been  developing  this  technology 
for  treatment  of  produced  water. 
Although  not  yet  available  to  the 
offshore  oil  and  gas  industry,  operators 
have  shown  interest  in  membranes  and 
some  offshore  testing  of  full-scale 
systems  has  begun.  In  the  1991 
proposal,  EPA  relied  upon  pilot  scale 
test  data  in  proposing  oil  and  grease 
limitations.  In  April  1991,  EPA 
conducted  a  field  study  of  a  membrane 
filtration  unit  installed  on  an  offshore 
platform  to  obtain  additional  full-scale 
data  and  performance  information. 
Information  collected  by  EPA  during  the . 
field  study  and  comments  submitted  by 
the  industry  in  response  to  the  proposal 
indicate  that  the  membrane  system 
tested  at  full-scale  still  suffers  from 
periodic  operational  problems  (e.g., 
clogging,  actual  treatment  capacity  less 
than  design  capacity).  EPA  continues  to 
believe  that  filler  development  of 
membrane  systems  (either  that  system 
already  undergoing  full  scale  testing,  or 
other  membrane  systems  under 
development)  should  enable  full-scale 
systems  capable  of  long-term,  effective 
treatment  of  produced  water.  However, 
data  currently  available  does  not 
support  selection  of  this  technology  as 
a  basis  for  this  rule. 

Although  technologically  and 
economically  achievable,  granular 
filtration  was  rejected  as  the  technology 
basis  for  this  final  rule.  EPA’s 
evaluation  of  granular  filtration 
performance  data  indicates  that,  while 
this  technology  does  provide  some 
removals  of  priority  and 
nonconventional  polluttmts,  the 
pollutant  removal  efficiency  of  granular 
filtration  is  generally  not  as  efiective  as 
that  attainable  through  improved 
operation  of  gas  flotation  technology.  In 
addition,  the  capital  and  annual 
operation  and  maintenance  costs 
associated  with  granular  filtration  are 
significantly  higher  than  the  costs  of  gas 
flotation  systems. 

The  foiu  options  selected  for  final 
consideration  in  developing  BCT 
limitations  for  produced  water 


discharges  were  based  either  on 
reinjection  or  gas  flotation  technologies. 

BPT  All  Structures:  EPA  included  as  an 
option  setting  BCT  equal  to  BPT.  By  doing  so, 
EPA  realized  that  the  removals  of 
conventional  pollutants  due  to  compliance 
with  stricter  standards  may  not  be  cost 
reasonable  under  the  BCT  cost  tests. 

Flotation  All:  All  discharges  of  produced 
water,  regardless  of  the  water  depth  or 
distance  from  shore  at  which  they  are 
located,  would  be  required  to  meet 
limitations  on  oil  and  grease  content  at  29 
mg/1  monthly  average  and  a  daily  maximum 
of  42  mg/1,  ihe  technology  basis  for  these 
limits  is  improved  operating  performance  of 
gas  flotation. 

Zero  Discharge  3  Miles  Gulf  and  Alaska: 
Wells  located  at  a  distance  of  3  miles  or  less 
from  shore  would  be  prohibited  from 
discharging  produced  water.  Facilities 
located  more  than  3  miles  from  shore  would 
be  required  to  meet  oil  and  grease  limitations 
of  29  mg/1  monthly  average  and  42  mg/1  daily 
maximum  based  on  the  improved  operating 
performance  of  gas  flotation  technology. 
Because  of  the  unacceptable  level  of  air 
emissions  associated  with  reinjection  off 
California,  all  wells  off  California  would  be 
excluded  from  the  zero  discharge 
requirement.  Currently  existing  single-well 
dischargers  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  would  also 
be  excluded  from  the  discharge  prohibition 
because  the  economic  impacts  of  a  zero 
discharge  limit  on  these  projects  would  result 
in  immediate  shutdown  and  cause  significant 
production  impacts.  As  considered  for  this 
rulemaking,  single-well  dischargers  are 
defined  as  single-well  facilities  which 
operate  their  own,  and  do  not  share, 
produced  water  treatment  systems. 

Discharges  of  produced  water  burn  these 
excluded  fecilities  would  be  required  to 
comply  with  the  oil  and  grease  limitations 
based  on  improved  operating  performance  of 
gas  flotation  technology. 

Zero  Discharge  Gulf  and  Alaska:  This 
option  would  prohibit  all  discharges  of 
produced  water  based  on  reinjection  of  the 
produced  water.  All  facilities  off  California 
and  all  currently  existing  single-well 
dischargers  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  would  be 
excluded  firom  zero  discharge  requirement. 
They  would,  however,  be  required  to  comply 
with  the  oil  and  grease  limitations  developed 
based  on  improved  operating  performance  of 
gas  flotation  technology. 

In  referring  to  the  options  considered 
for  control  of  product  water 
discharges,  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
California  and  Alaska  regions  are  used 
in  the  option  descriptions  and 
accompanying  discussion.  Use  of  these 
regions  in  this  way  is  only  a 
"shorthand”  way  of  referring  to 
regulatory  options  and  does  not  exclude 
other  geographic  areas  fi'om  coverage 
vmder  this  rule.  For  the  BCT,  BAT  and 
NSPS  limitations  imder  this  rule,  all 
offshore  areas  other  than  offshore 
California  and  Alaska  would  be  required 
to  comply  with  the  limitations 
established  for  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 


2.  BCT  Options  Selection 

The  options  considered  for  BCT 
regulation  were  evaluated  accordii^  to 
the  BCT  cost  reasonableness  tests.  The 
pollutant  parameters  used  in  this 
analysis  were  total  suspended  solids 
(TSS)  and  oil  and  grease.  All  options, 
except  the  "BPT  All  Structures”  option, 
fail  the  BCT  cost  reasonableness  test. 

The  range  of  results  for  the  POTW  tost 
(first  part  of  the  BCT  cost 
reasonableness  test)  test  is  $10.02  to 
$32.53  per  pound  of  conventional 
pollutant  removed.  A  value  less  than 
$0.46  per  pound  is  required  to  pass  the 
POTW  test.  Thus,  EPA  is  establishing 
the  BCT  limitation  in  this  final  rule 
equal  to  BPT  (48  mg/1  monthly  average; 
72  mg/1  daily  maximum)  for  produced 
water.  There  are  no  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  associated  with 
this  BCT  limitation.  The  BCT  cost 
reasonableness  tests  for  the  produced 
water  options  are  discussed  in  more 
detail  in  the  Development  Docmnent. 

B.  BAT  and  NSPS 

1.  BAT  and  NSPS  Options  Considered 

The  BAT  limitations  considered  for 
produced  water  are  similar  to  those 
previously  discussed  for  BCT.  The  only 
difference  is  that  while  BCT  options  are 
intended  to  control  the  conventional 
pollutants,  BAT  options  focus  on  the 
control  of  toxic  and  nonconventional 
pollutants.  Oil  and  grease  remains  the 
only  regulated  pollutant  in  produced 
water.  Oil  and  grease  is  being  limited 
imder  BAT  as  an  indicator  pollutant 
controlling  the  discharge  of  toxic  and 
nonconventional  pollutants.  Oil  and 
grease  is  being  limited  under  NSPS  as 
both  a  conventional  pollutant  and  as  an 
indicator  pollutant  controlling  the 
discharge  of  toxic  pollutants. 

The  options  considered  for  NSPS  are 
similar  to  those  considered  for  BAT, 
with  the  only  exception  being  that  the 
exclusion  for  single-well  dischargers 
finm  the  zero  dis^arge  limitation  is  not 
applicable  under  NSPS.  The  single-well 
exclusion  for  BAT  was  develop^ 
because  the  costs  associated  with 
requiring  existing  single-well 
dischargers  to  retrofit  filtration  and 
reinjection  equipment  are  sufficiently 
high  that  a  zero  discharge  limitation  is 
not  economically  achievable  and 
immediate  shutdown  of  these  facilities 
will  result  in  imacceptable  production 
impacts,  as  discussed  further  in  section 
VIII.B.3,  below.  Since  new  sources  are 
able  to  allow  for  adequate  space  in 
designing  new  facilities  and  compliance 
costs  are  less  for  the  new  sources, 
economic  and  production  impacts  on 
these  facilities  will  be  less  than  the 
impacts  on  existing  sources. 
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2.  Non-Water  Quality  Environmental 
Impacts 

In  assessing  non-water  quality 
environnientd  impacts  for  produced 
water.  EPA  projet^ed  energy 
requirements  and  air  emissions 
associated  with  the  regolatory  options 
considmed.  The  following  is  a 
description  of  the  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  and  a  suimnary 
of  the  results  of  the  evaluations 
identifying  the  estimated  levels  and 
impacts  for  each  option. 

a.  Energy  Requirements  and  Air 
Emissions.  Energy  reqniremaits  and 
resulting  air  emisuons  for  the  control 
options  conaidwed  by  EPA  are 
presorted  in  Table  9.  Estimates  are 
presented  incremMrtal  to  current  BFT 
limitations  furd  thus  represent  the 
expected  increase  above  current 
emissions  levels  and  energy 
consumption.  On  September  4, 1992, 
EPA  promulgated  trew  regulations 
establishing  requirements  to  control  air 
pollution  from  outer  continental  shelf 
(OCS)  sources  (57  FR  40792).  These  rrew 
requirements  on  air  emissions  apply  to 
all  OCS  sources  located  of^ore  of  the 
states  along  the  Pacific,  Arctic,  and 
Atlantic  coasts  and  along  the  Gulf  coast 


otf  the  state  of  Florida.  Those  OCS 
sources  located  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
west  of  87.5  degrees  longitode  (i.e.,  off 
the  coasts  of  Texas,  Louisiana, 
Mississippi  and  Alabama),  where  the 
majority  of  offshore  oil  and  ^  activities 
are  located,  are  not  covnedl^  the  new 
rules.  Sources  of  air  pollution  fiom 
offshore  activities  include  leaks,  oil- 
water  separators,  dissolved  air  flotation 
imits,  painting  apparatus,  and  storage 
tanks,  out  more  significantly  diesel  or 
gas  engines  for  gmim'ating  electrif»l 
power  or  driving  reii^ection  pun^. 

Energy  consumption  for  tlm  different 
options  was  determined  based  on  the 
produced  water  flowrates  and  the 
associated  power  reqmrements  of  the 
treatment  systems.  For  the  zero 
discharge  limitation  requiring 
reinjection  of  produced  water,  energy 
consumption  was  based  on  gas-driven 
pumps  operating  at  injection  pressures 
of  1,800  psi.  Gas-driven  pxunps  are 
generally  preferred  by  operators  for  use 
on  offohore  platforms  b^ause  the 
structures  t^^ically  have  gas  production 
on-site  which  can  serve  as  the  fuel 
source.  When  usii^  electric-driven 
injection  pumps,  f^l  must  be 
consumed  to  generate  electricity,  then 
converted  beck  to  mechanical  energy  to 


pump  the  produced  water  underground. 
The  extra  mergy  conversion  step 
needed  forelectical  reinjection  pumps 
increases  fuel  requirements  because  of 
the  reduced  process  efficiency. 

Elw:trical  power  is  the  energy  source  for 
gas  flotation  units.  The  energy 
consumption  associated  with  gas 
flotation  systems  was  derived  based  on 
power  requirements  and  the  fuel 
necessary  to  produce  that  level  of 
electrical  power. 

Air  emissions  calculated  for  produced 
water  treatment  options  include 
nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)>  carbon  monoxide 
(CO),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2)  and 
hydrocarbons  (HC).  Air  emissions  were 
determined  by  applying  emission 
factors  which  estimate  air  emissions 
associated  with  the  consumption  of  fuel. 
The  methodologies  rised  to  estimate  fuel 
consumption  and  calculate  air 
emissions  are  described  in  more  detail 
in  the  Development  Document. 

As  illustrated  in  Table  9,  the  option 
requiring  zero  discharge  of  ail  produced 
water  greatly  increases  air  emissions 
and  fuel  requiremmits  as  compared  to 
the  flotation  all  opticm.  This  is  due 
primarily  to  the  energy  required  to 
operate  foe  injection  pumps. 


Table  9.— Non-Water  Quality  Environmental  Impacts  Produced  Water 


Option 


Flotation  AM  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Zero  Dtachatge  3  Miles  QuR  &  Alasica . . 

Zero  Discharge  Gun  A  Aiaslta _ 


BOEi'Barrel  of  oi  equivalent. 


Fuel  requiremanls  (thou¬ 
sand  BOE/yr) 

Total  eroissionB  (tons/yr) 

BAT 

NSPS 

BAT 

NSPS 

157 

29 

169 

31 

165 

152 

185 

164 

977 

785 

1,041 

849 

3.  BAT  and  NSPS  Captions  Selection 

EPA  has  selected  the  “Flotation  All" 
option  for  foe  final  BAT  and  NSPS 
limitations  for  produced  water.  This 
option  requires  all  existing  and  new 
sources  to  meet  discharge  limitations  on 
oil  and  grease  content  (29  mg/1  monthly 
average;  42  mg/1  daily  maximum)  based 
on  improved  performance  of  gas 
flotation  technology.  EPA  has 
determined  this  option  to  be  available 
and  economically  achievable  and 
reflects  the  BAT  and  NSPS  levels  of 
control  Oil  and  grease  is  being 
regulated  under  BAT  as  an  indicator 
pollutant  for  toxic  and  nonconventional 
pollutants.  Under  NSPS,  oil  and  grease 
is  being  regulated  both  as  a 
convention  pollutant  and  as  an 
indicator  for  toxic  and  nonconventional 
pollutants. 

Gas  flotation  is  a  technology  which 
has  been  used  for  many  yewrsin  foe 


treatment  of  produced  water  at  offshore 
oil  and  gas  platforms  and  served  as  foe 
technology  basis  for  BPT  effluent 
limitations.  Currently,  approximately  35 
percent  of  offshore  platforms  use  gas 
flotation  in  their  pr^uced  water 
treatment  systems.  At  proposal,  EPA 
considered  establishing  limitations 
based  on  improved  operation  and 
maintenance  of  gas  flotation  technology. 
At  that  time,  EPA  identified  problems 
associated  with  foe  performance 
evaluation  that  served  as  the  basis  for 
limitations  considered  at  proposal. 
Subsequent  to  foe  proposal,  ^A 
received  a  number  of  comments  fiom 
industry  claiming  that  foe  gas  flotation 
technology  was  indeed  capable  of 
serving  as  foe  basis  for  BAT  and  NSPS 
limitations  and  submitted  data  as 
support.  These  comments  and  data 
support  EPA’s  contention  in  foe 
proposal  that  improved  perfcnmance 
was  achievable  for  gas  flotation 


treatment  systems  and  foe  data 
submitted  corrected  earlier  limitations 
of  foe  performance  evaluation.  The 
development  of  foe  produced  water 
limitations  is  discussed  in  more  detail 
in  section  V.B.l  of  the  preamble,  foe 
Development  Document  and  record  for 
foe  rule. 

EPA  rejected  foe  most  stringent 
option,  zero  disdiarge  based  on 
reinjection.  Alfoou^  reinjection 
technology  is  feasible  in  some 
circumstances,  some  facilities  cannot 
reinject  produced  water  because  of 
geologic  conditions  in  specific 
locations.  Also,  the  air  emissions  (1,041 
tons/year  for  BAT;  849  tons/year  for 
NSPS)  and  energy  requirements 
(977,000  BOE/year  for  BAT;  785,000 
BOE/year  for  NSPS)  associated  with  this 
option  at  offshore  facilities,  especially 
in  light  of  foe  air  emissions  and  energy 
requirements  associated  with  potenti^ 
future  requirements  for  facilities  in  foe 
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coastal  subcategory  (see  e.g.,  proposed 
produced  water  permit  proposing  zero 
discharge  of  produced  water  bas^  on 
reinjection  at  coastal  fedlities  in 
Louisiana  and  Texas,  57  FR  60926 
(December  22, 1992)),  are  unacceptably 
high.  EPA  also  considered  that  a  zero 
discharge  requirement  based  bn 
reinjection  under  BAT  would  result  in 
capital  costs  of  $3  billion,  with  a  peak 
annualized  cost  of  $737  million  (year  1; 
1991  dollars).  Zero  discharge  bas^  on 
reinjection  under  NSPS  would  result  in 
capital  costs  of  $2.6  billion,  with  a  peak 
annualized  cost  of  $391  million  (year 
15;  1991  dollars).  In  light  of  the 
statutory  mandate  to  consider  cost  in 
setting  BAT  and  NSPS,  and  the 
possibility  that  the  industry  might  be 
required  to  bear  the  costs  of  reinjection 
in  the  coastal  subcategory,  EPA 
considered  the  very  high  aggregate  cost 
on  a  nationwide  basis  in  reinjecting  the 
reinjection  option.  Also,  reinjection  for 
all  production  structures  (bolh  new  and 
existing  sources)  is  projected  to  result  in 
a  1.0  percent  loss  in  pr^uction  (121 
million  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  (BOE)) 
over  the  15-year  period  analyzed  for  this 
rule.  This  production  loss,  especially  in 
light  of  the  production  loss  tlmt  may 
occur  as  a  result  of  potential  future 
requirements  for  facilities  in  the  coastal 
subcategory,  are  unacceptably  high. 

This  loss  of  production  is  not  merely  a 
cost  concern.  Loss  of  production  has 
independent  significance  in  light  of  the 
statutory  directive  that  EPA  consider 
energy  impacts  in  establishing  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  new  source 
performance  standards  under  the  Clean 
Water  Act. 

Finally,  although  reinjection  is  the 
only  technology  identified  that  would 
control  naturally  occurring  radioactive 
materials  (NORM)  that  may  be  present 
in  produced  water  at  o^hore  facilities, 
EPA  believes  that  it  would  be  premature 
to  require  zero  discharge  based  on 
reinjection  at  this  time.  EPA  has 
examined  the  existing  information 
concerning  the  presence  of 
radionuclides  in  the  effluent  of  o^hore 
oil  and  gas  facilities.  The  results  of  this 
analysis  are  summarized  in  two  support 
documents  entitled  "Prevalence  of 
Radium  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,"  (EPA 
January  15, 1993)  and  “Siunmary  of 
Produced  Water  Radioactivity  Studies," 
(EPA  Jemuary  1993). 

As  is  discussed  in  more  detail  in  these 
documents,  the  data  concerning  the 
presence  of  radionuclides  in  the 
offshore  subcategory  are  limited  and 
exist  only  for  a  small  number  of 
platforms  throughout  the  offshore 
subcategory.  Most  of  the  data  that  exist 
are  from  facilities  in  the  coastal 
subcategory;  of  the  offshore  data  that 


exist,  most  sampling  took  place  at 
facilities  within  thrM  miles  of  the  coast 
of  Louisiana.  In  addition,  the  data  that 
do  exist  show  wide  variability  in  the 
concentration  of  radionuclides  in 
produced  water.  The  limited  data  that 
exist  are  n(^  fix)m  studies  designed  to 
determine  the  distribution  of 
radionuclides  firom  oil  end  gas  facilities 
across  the  offshore  subcategory.  In 
addition,  EPA  used  the  voy  limited 
data  it  has  (data  from  a  total  of  six 
platforms  out  of  2,549  platforms  across 
the  entire  subcategory,  which  EPA  does 
not  believe  are  necessarily 
representative  of  produced  water 
discharges  across  the  entire  Gulf  of 
Mexico  or  the  entire  offshore 
subcategory)  to  make  a  preliminary 
estimate  of  risk  to  hiiman  health  from 
produced  water  effluent  in  the  offshore 
subcategory.  As  discussed  further  in  the 
support  document  referenced  above,  in 
addition  to  EPA's  uncertainty  about 
whether  the  few  platforms  from  which 
data  were  collected  are  representative  of 
the  entire  subcategory,  there  are  several 
additional  difficulties  inherent  in  these 
preliminary  risk  estimates. 

EPA  recognizes  that  it  does  not  carry 
a  high  burden  of  demonstrating 
environmental  harm  from  pollutants  or 
of  demonstrating  environmental  benefits 
of  its  technology-based  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  NSPS.  EPA 
also  does  not  have  an  obligation  to 
sample  each  facility  within  a 
subrategory  to  identify  pollutants  to  be 
regulated.  At  the  same  time,  however, 
the  CWA  gives  EPA  discretion  to 
determine  when  it  has  sufficient 
information  to  make  a  decision  to 
regulate  a  pollutant. 

In  the  case  of  this  particular  rule,  EPA 
has  determined  that  it  does  not  have 
sufficient  information  concerning  the 
presence  of  radionuclides  in  produced 
water  effluent  across  the  entire 
subcategory  to  regulate  radionuclides  at 
this  time.  ^A  believes  that  this  is  a 
close  case,  but  given  the  limited  amount 
of  information  EPA  has  characterizing 
the  presence  of  radium  in  entire 
offshore  subcategory,  EPA  is  exercising 
its  discretion  not  to  control  radium  in 
this  rule.  While  EPA  believes  that 
regulating  radionuclides  that  may  be 
present  in  produced  water  is  premature, 
EPA  intends  to  obtain  more  information 
about  the  presence  of  radionuclides  in 
the  offshore  subcategory  by  requiring 
radium  monitoring  requirements  in 
NPDES  permits  for  this  subcategory. 
EPA  has  promulgated  such 
requirements  in  its  most  recent  permit 
issued  for  the  OCS  in  the  Western  Gulf 
of  Mexico.  (57  FR  54642;  November  19, 
1992). 


EPA  also  rejected  the  Zero  Discharge 
3  Mile  Gulf  and  Alaska  option  because 
EPA  has  determined  that  gas  flotation  is 
the  appropriate  technology  basis  for 
BAT  and  NSPS  established  by  this  rule. 
EPA  has  no  basis  in  terms  of  the  factors 
considered  in  making  this 
determination  and  in  rejecting  zero 
discharge  to  require  zero  discharge  for 
only  a  small  segment  of  the  facilities 
within  the  offshore  subcategory. 

IX.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — 
Produced  Sand 

A.  BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS  Options 
Considered 

EPA  considered  two  options  for  this 
waste  stream:  (1)  Establish  the 
requirement  equal  to  the  currmit  NPDES 
permit  limitations  prohibiting 
discharges  of  free  oil;  or  (2)  prohibit 
discharge  of  produced  sand, 
technologically  based  on  transporting  to 
shore  for  treatment  and/or  disposal,  ihie 
technology  basis  for  the  option  limiting 
free  oil  content  is  a  water  or  solvent 
wash  of  produced  sands  prior  to 
discharge.  The  method  of  determining 
compliance  with  the  free  oil  prohibition 
would  be  the  static  sheen  test.  The 
prohibition  on  the  discharge  of  free  oil 
(as  an  indicator  of  toxic  and 
nonconventional  pollutants)  or  the  zero 
discharge  requirement  for  produced 
sand  would  reduce  or  elimifrate  the 
discharge  of  any  toxic  pollutants  in  the 
free  oil  to  surface  waters. 

B.  Option  Selection 

EPA  has  selected  the  zero  discharge 
option  for  BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS  control 
of  produced  sand.  The  technology  basis 
for  this  limitation  is  transportation  to 
shore  for  treatment  and/or  disposal. 

EPA  has  determined  that  zero  discharge 
reflects  the  BCT,  BAT  and  N^S  levels 
of  control  because,  as  it  is  widely 
practiced  throughout  the  industry,  it  is 
both  economically  and  technologically 
achievable:  The  total  cost  of  zero 
discharge  imder  the  rule  is  estimated  at 
$4  million  (1991  dollars)  for  the  entire 
offshore  subcategory. 

EPA  does  not  consider  the  prohibition 
on  the  discharge  of  fiee  oil  indicative  of 
a  “best  available"  or  “best 
demonstrated"  technology.  As 
discussed  in  section  VI.C.,  onshore 
disposal  is  widely  practiced  throughout 
the  industry  as  a  means  to  comply  with 
current  NPDES  permit  limitations  on 
free  oil  discharge.  Onshore  disposal  is 
usually  selected  by  operators  because  of 
economics  (costs  of  on-site  washing  are 
comparable  to  costs  of  onshore 
disposal),  logistic  considerations 
(scheduling  or  space),  or  because  the 
sand  fails  NPDES  permit  limitations 
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even  after  washing.  Data  submitted  from 
an  industry-sponsored  study 
demonstrates  the  variability  of  oil 
content  in  washed  product  sand.  The 
oil  content  of  washed  produced  sand  in 
the  study  ranged  from  0.66  to  4.2 
percent  by  weight.  With  the  exception 
of  a  small  percentage  of  the  sand  which 
is  removed  periodically  from  piping  low 
points  and  tank  blowdowns,  produced 
sand  discharges  are  infrequent  bulk 
discharges  occurring  during  scheduled 
shutdowns  of  the  produced  water 
treatment  system.  Sand  washing 
systems  are  generally  contracted  from 
service  companies  as  needed,  although 
some  operators  permanently  install  sand 
washing  systems  on  selected  platforms 
to  serve  as  a  central  facility  to  receive 
and  clean  wastes  from  other  sites.  Data 
submitted  by  the  industry  regarding 
sand  washing  performance 
demonstrates  that  even  in  the  case  of  a 
washing  system  which  provides  for 
removal  of  the  free  oil,  residual  liquids 
and  solids  (by-products  from  washing) 
remain  which  are  unable  to  meet  the  no 
hoe  oil  limitation  and  they  must  be 
disposed  of  in  a  manner  other  than 
ocean  discharge  (typically  by  onshore 
treatment  and  disposal!). 

In  the  March  1991  proposal,  EPA 
suggested  the  possibility  of  requiring 
zero  discharge  only  for  those  facilities 
within  4  miles  from  shore  if  information 
showed  that  the  volumes  associated 
with  a  zero  discharge  limit  for  all 
produced  sand  were  excessive.  EPA 
reevaluated  projections  of  produced 
sand  generation  and  onshore  disposal 
capacity  in  developing  this  final  rule, 
and  has  confirmed  that  zero  discharge  of 
all  produced  sand  is  achievable  and  the 
appropriate  limitation  for  BCT,  BAT  and 
NSPS.  Therefore,  EPA  is  rejecting  the  4- 
mile  option  for  produced  sand. 

EPA  did  not  ^rform  a  BCT  cost  test 
on  the  no  discharge  of  free  oil  option, 
because  no,  or  minimal,  incremental 
costs  would  be  incurred.  NPDES 
permits  currently  limit  discharges  of 
produced  sand  containing  free  oil,  with 
compliance  determined  by  visual  sheen 
test. 

The  basis  for  the  compliemce  costs 
assigned  to  the  zero  discharge  option  is 
presented  in  section  V.C.  Although  BPT 
limitations  for  produced  sand  have 
never  been  promulgated,  existing 
NPDES  permits  prohibit  the  discharge  of 
free  oil  in  the  produced  sand 
wastestream.  For  the  purpose  of 
conducting  the  BCT  cost  reasonableness 
test  for  the  rule,  the  BPT  level  of  control 
is  considered  to  be  equal  to  the  no  free 
oil  limitation  of  the  existing  permits. 
Thus,  BPT  costs  and  pollutant  removals 
are  determined  as  the  costs/removals 
associated  with  the  onshore  disposal  of 


34  percent  of  produced  sand  generated, 
and  the  costs/removals  associated  with 
washing/discharge  for  66  percent  of  the 
product  sand  generated  annually.  The 
costs  and  pollutant  removals  due  to 
upgrading  from  BPT  to  the  candidate 
zero  discharge  BCT  limitation  are 
determined  by  the  costs/removals 
associated  with  onshore  disposal  of  the 
produced  sand  currently  discharged  at 
sea  (66  percent  of  the  produced  sand 
generate  annually). 

EPA  encountered  difficulties  in 
estimating  the  cost  of  BPT  for  produced 
sand.  EPA  was  unable  to  obtain  firm 
estimates  of  sand  washing  costs  from 
industry  operators.  EPA  md  receive 
sand  washing  cost  estimates  of  $125  per 
barrel  of  produced  sand  from  an 
equipment  vendor.  Since  the  estimate  of 
sand  washing  is  substantially  higher 
than  EPA  and  industry  estimates  of  the 
cost  for  onshore  disposal  of  produced 
sand,  EPA  does  not  consider  the  $125 
per  barrel  quote  to  be  representative  of 
the  industry-wide  cost  of  BPT.  Also,  the 
sand  washing  estimate  provided  by  the 
vendor  was  for  a  prototype  sand 
washing  system  under  development  and 
was  estimated  as  the  cost  for  a 
demonstration  washing  project. 

The  cost  for  sand  washing  can  be 
difficult  to  estimate,  even  for  the 
operators.  The  cost  pter  unit  volume  of 
sand  can  vary  significantly  as  a  function 
of  the  sand  volume  washed,  difiiculties 
encountered  in  washing,  and  the 
success  (or  lack  of  success)  in  washing 
the  sand.  As  discussed  in  section  V.C., 
produced  sand  wastes  are  infirequently 
discharged  (typically  removed  from 
vessels  once  every  three  to  five  years) 
and  can  vary  widely  in  volume  (usually 
less  than  100  barrels  per  vessel 
cleanout,  although  downhole  problems 
can  infrequently  result  in  substantially 
greater  volume).  Depending  on  the 
volume  of  sand  generated,  scheduling 
constraints,  and  other  economic  and 
logistical  considerations,  operators 
choose  between:  (1)  Sand  washing  and 
discharge  on-site;  (2)  transporting  the 
sand  to  another  platform  where  &e  sand 
fit>m  several  platforms  may  be  washed 
and  discharged:  or  (3)  onshore  disposal. 
If  sand  washing  is  selected  by  the 
operator,  it  is  usually  contracted  out  to 
offshore  service  companies.  The  goal  of 
the  sand  washing  is  to  reduce  the  oil 
content  of  the  produced  sand  to  the 
extent  that  the  discharge  complies  with 
the  no  fi«e  oil  limitation.  There  is, 
however,  no  guarantee  that  sand 
washing  will  be  successful.  If  after 
washing  the  produced  sand  is  still 
unable  to  comply  with  the  no  free  oil 
limit,  onshore  disposal  is  usually 
necessary  (and  therefore  incurring  both 
washing  and  onshore  disposal  costs). 


Also,  according  to  data  submitted  by  the 
industry,  the  sand  washing  evolution 
produces  wastes  (washing  liquids  and  a 
portion  of  the  solids)  which  are  unable 
to  meet  the  no  fr«e  oil  limit.  These 
wastes  are  typically  disposed  of 
onshore. 

For  the  piupose  of  conducting  the 
BCT  cost  reasonableness  test,  and  based 
on  the  information  discussed  above  and 
the  frequency  at  which  produced  sand 
is  currently  disposed  of  onshore  as  an 
alternative  to  sand  washing,  EPA 
estimated  the  cost  of  sand  washing  to  be 
comparable  to  the  cost  of  onshore 
disposal.  The  average  industry-wide 
BPT  cost  of  sand  washing  is  estimated 
at  $10  per  barrel  of  produced  sand. 
Considering  that  day  rates  for  offshore 
service  vessels  are  approximately  $3,000 
per  day  and  that  produced  sand 
volumes  are  typically  less  than  100 
barrels  each,  it  would  be  difficult  for 
operators  to  achieve  significantly  lower 
sand  washing  costs  even  if  the  produced 
sand  from  several  platforms  are 
combined.  Using  a  higher  per  barrel 
sand  washing  cost  for  BPT  (as  would  be 
suggested  by  the  equipment  vendor 
estimate  discussed  above)  provides  a 
lower  value  in  the  BCT  industry  cost 
test  and  would  make  the  BCT  zero 
discharge  limitation  more  cost 
reasonable. 

Based  on  the  volumes  of  produced 
sand  washed  offshore  and  the  volumes 
disposed  of  onshore  imder  current 
limitations,  EPA  estimates  a  BPT  cost  of 
$2.4  million  (1986  dollars)  and 
conventional  pollutant  removals  of  68.8 
million  pounds,  resulting  in  an  overall 
BPT  cost  per  pound  of  $0,036  per  pound 
(1986  dollars). 

The  zero  discharge  limitation,  in 
relation  to  the  existing  no  free  oil  limit 
on  produced  sand,  is  projected  to 
remove  an  additional  129.2  million 
pounds  of  conventional  pollutants  at  an 
incremental  cost  of  $2.3  million  (1986 
dollars).  The  BCT  costs  and  pollutant 
removals  result  in  a  POTW  test  result  of 
$0,018  per  pound  (1986  dollars).  Since 
the  POTW  test  result  is  less  than  $0.46 
per  pound  (1986  dollars),  the  result 
passes  the  POTW  test. 

For  the  industry  cost  effectiveness 
test,  the  result  of  the  POTW  test  is 
divided  by  the  BPT  cost  per  pound,  and 
results  in  a  value  of  0.51.  Since  the 
result  is  less  than  1.29,  the  result  passes 
the  industry  cost-efiectiveness  test. 
Since  the  zero  discharge  limitation 
passes  both  tests,  it  is  found  to  be  cost 
reasonable. 

Based  on  existing  data.  EPA  is 
unaweure  of  any  imacceptable  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  this  produced  sand 
limitation.  Cleanout  of  produced  water 
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treatment  systems  tjrpically  produces 
less  than  100  barrels  of  pn^uced  sand. 
The  cleanouts  occur  during  a  platform 
shutdown  and  typical  cleanout  cycle  is 
once  every  three  to  five  years.  The 
volume  of  produced  sand  collected  fiom 
vessel  blowdowns  is  small  enough  that 
operators  are  able  to  use  the  supply 
boats  that  service  ofishore  platforms  on 
a  frequent  and  regular  basis,  rather  than 
contract  for  dedicated  vessels  to 
transport  the  waste  to  shore.  The 
produced  sand  collected  during  tank 
and  vessel  cleanouts  are  typically  small 
volumes  that  can  be  transported  to  shore 
using  either  the  regularly  scheduled 
supply  boats  or  the  work  boats  chartered 
to  support  the  sand  removal  or  other 
general  maintenance  dining  the 
platform  shutdown. 

EPA  is  aware  of  current  efforts  by 
industry  to  develop  technologies  t^t 
would  wash  produced  sand  more 
efficiently  thw  washers  currently  in  use 
and  achieve  additional  pollutant 
removals.  In  light  of  this  ongoing  effort, 
MMS  and  DOE  have  raised  the  concern 
that  the  imposition  of  a  zero  discharge 
requirement  on  produced  sand  will 
prevent  the  development  of  improved 
sand  washing  technologies.  Also,  as  part 
of  the  ongoing  environmental 
assessment  for  offshore  new  source 
permits  to  implement  these  offshore 
guidelines,  additional  information  is 
being  gathered  on  the  characteristics  of 
produced  sand,  including  NORM  levels 
in  that  waste  stream. 

MMS  and  DOE  have  indicated  that  it 
will  provide  EPA  with  additional 
information  on  these  issues.  EPA 
welcomes  information  from  all 
interested  parties  on  the  feasibility  and 
pollutant  removal  efficiency  of  new 
produced  sand  washing  tedbnologies, 
the  fate  of  solvents  from  produced  sand 
washing  (i.e.,  treatment,  recycle  or 
disposal),  the  characteristics  of 
produced  sand,  the  availability  of 
disposal  sites,  and  appropriate  site 
specifications  and  requirements  for 
disposal  of  produced  sand  that  contains 
NORM,  including  possible  disposed 
alternatives  such  as  down-hole  disposal 
in  abandoned  wells.  EPA  will  consider 
revising  the  zero  discharge  requirement 
for  produced  sand,  if  appropriate,  after 
evaluating  this  information.  If  a 
technology-based  limit  contained  in  an 
NPDES  permit  is  based  on  the  zero 
discheuge  requirement  for  produced 
sand  in  this  Sideline,  and  the  guideline 
is  subsequently  revised  to  permit 
discharge  with  limitations  cased  on  new 
sand  washing  technologies,  the  anti¬ 
backsliding  provision  of  the  CWA, 
section  402(o),  would  not  preclude 
revision  of  the  zero  discharge  permit 
limit  consistent  with  the  revised 


guideline  (see  (40  CFR  122.44  (1)(1)  and 
122.62)). 

X.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — Deck 
Drainage 

A.  Options  Considered 

BPT  limitations  for  deck  drainage 
prohibit  the  discharge  of  “free  oil.“ 
Typical  BPT  technology  for  compliance 
with  this  limitation  is  a  “skim  pile” 
which  facilitates  gravity  separation  of 
any  fioating  oil  prior  to  disiharge  of  the 
dech  drainage.  The  options  considered 
by  EPA  for  ^s  rule  were:  (1)  Prohibit 
the  discharge  of  free  oil;  or  (2)  set  the 
limitation  for  deck  drainage  equal  to  the 
limitation  established  for  produced 
water  under  this  rule,  technologically 
based  on  commingling  and  treating  deck 
drainage  with  product  water. 

B.  Option  Selection 

EPA  has  selected  the  option  requiring 
no  discharge  of  free  oil  for  BCT,  BAT 
and  NSPS  control  of  deck  drainage;  EPA 
has  determined  that  these  limitations 
and  standards  properly  reflect  BCT, 

BAT  and  NSPS  levels  of  control.  EPA 
did  not  identify  any  other  available 
technology  for  this  waste  stream. 
Because  of  the  difficulties  in  obtaining 
a  representative  sample  of  this  waste 
stream  for  conducting  the  static  sheen 
test  since  the  effluent  is  located  in  an 
inaccessible  location,  compliance  with 
this  limitation  is  determined  by  the 
visual  sheen  test.  Deck  drainage  is 
typically  collected  in  a  sump  tank 
where  initial  oil/water  separation  takes 
place.  Water  discharged  ^m  the  sump 
tank  is  usually  directed  to  a  skim  pile, 
where  additional  oil/water  separation 
occurs.  The  separation  process  in  the 
skim  pile  typically  occurs  beneath  the 
ocean  surface,  and  the  separated  water 
is  discharged  to  the  ocean  fiom  the 
bottom  of  the  skim  pile.  (The  skim  pile 
is  essentially  a  bottomless  pipe  with 
internal  baffles  to  collect  the  separated 
oil.)  The  difficulties  in  obtaining  a 
representative  sample  of  skim  pile 
effluent  preclude  the  use  of  the  static 
sheen  test  for  this  wastestream.  (The 
operation  of  a  skim  pile  is  discussed  in 
more  detail  in  the  D^elopment 
Document.) 

In  the  proposal,  EPA  presented  as  its 
preferred  option  establishing  effluent 
limitations  for  deck  drainage  based  on 
commingling  the  deck  drainage  vrith  the 
produced  water.  As  such,  limits  based 
on  filtration  within  4  miles  from  shore, 
and  oil  and  grease  limits  equal  to 
current  produced  water  BPT  were 
selected  as  preferred  in  that  proposal. 
Upon  review  of  information  received  by 
the  Agency  since  proposal.  EPA 
determined  that  b^use  of  adverse 


effects  on  the  produced  water  treatment 
system,  basing  the  limitations  on 
commingling  deck  drainage  with 
produced  water  is  not  technologically 
available.  Commingling  deck  drainage 
with  produced  water  was  rejected 
because:  (1)  The  resulting  flow 
variations  could  result  in  frequent 
upsets  of  the  produced  water  treatment 
system;  (2)  oxygen-enriched  deck 
drainage  water,  when  combined  with 
the  hi^  salt  content  of  produced  water 
could  result  in  increased  corrosion;  (3) 
oxygen  present  in  deck  drainage  may 
confine  %vith  iron  and  sulfide  in 
produced  water  causing  solids 
formation  and  fouling  treatment 
equipment;  and  (4)  detergents  used  in 
deck  washdown  cause  emulsification  of 
oil  and  may  degrade  the  produced  water 
treatment  process. 

EPA  considered  and  rejected  the 
option  of  establishing  limitations  on 
deck  drainage  based  on  an  add-on 
system  specifically  designed  to  treat 
only  deal  drainage.  An  add-on 
treatment  specifically  designed  to 
capture  and  treat  de^  drainage,  other 
than  the  type  of  sunm/skim  pile  systems 
typically  used,  on  omhore  platforms  is 
not  technologically  feasible.  Deck 
drainage  dis^arges  are  not  continuous 
discharges  and  they  vary  significantly  in 
volume.  At  times  of  platform 
washdowns,  the  discharges  are  of 
relatively  low  volume  and  are 
anticipated.  During  rainfall  events,  very 
large  volumes  of  deck  drainage  may  be 
discharged  in  a  very  short  period  of 
time.  A  wastewater  treatment  system 
installed  to  treat  only  deck  drainage 
would  have  to  have  a  large  treatment 
capacity,  be  idle  at  most  times,  and  have 
rapid  startup  capability.  Since  startup 
periods  are  typirally  the  least  efficient 
for  treatment  systems  and  offshore 
platforms  have  limited  available  space 
for  storage  of  the  volumes  of  deck 
drainage  which  occur,  EPA  determined 
that  an  add-on  treatment  system 
appropriate  for  the  treatment  of  deck 
drainage  was  not  available. 

Since  BCT.  BAT  and  NSPS  are  being 
set  equal  to  the  current  BPT,  there  are 
no  costs  or  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  associated  with 
this  limitation  and  it  is  available  and 
economically  achievable.  The  BCT 
limitation  of  no  discharge  of  free  oil  is 
also  considered  to  be  cost  reasonable 
under  the  BCT  cost  test.  Since  the 
POTW  test  result  and  the  industry  cost- 
effectiveness  test  results  are  both  zero 
(and  therefore  pass  their  respective 
tests),  the  limitation  is  cost  reasonable. 
This  determination  that  zero  BCT  cost 
results  in  passing  the  cost 
reasonableness  test  is  consistent  with 
the  BCT  mediodology  which  became 
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effective  August  22, 1986  (51  FR  24974; 
July  9, 1986). 

XI.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — Well 
Treatment,  Completion,  and  Workover 
Fluids 

A. BCT 

EPA  is  establishing  BCT  prohibiting 
discharges  of  free  oil  under  BCT  for  this 
rule.  Compliance  with  this  limitation 
would  be  determined  by  the  static  sheen 
test.  Based  on  the  available  data 
regarding  the  levels  of  conventional 
pollutants  present  in  well  treatment, 
completion  and  workover  fluids,  EPA 
did  not  identify  any  options  which 
would  pass  the  BCT  cost  test  other  than 
establishing  the  limitation  equal  to  the 
current  BPT  prohibition  on  discharges 
of  free  oil.  Using  the  pollutant  loadings 
data  presented  for  these  fluids  in  the 
Development  Document  and  the 
estimated  compliance  costs  and 
pollutant  removals  for  the  option 
establishing  oil  and  grease  effluent 
limits  on  these  fluids,  the  results  fail  the 
BCT  cost  reasonableness  test.  There  are 
no  costs  or  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  associated  with 
this  BCT  limitation  and,  since  it  is  equal 
to  BPT,  it  is  available  and  economically 
achievable.  The  BCT  limitation  is  also 
considered  to  be  cost  reasonable  under 
the  BCT  cost  test.  Since  the  POTW  test 
result  emd  the  industry  cost- 
eH^ectiveness  test  results  are  both  zero 
(and  therefore  pass  their  respective 
tests),  the  limitation  is  cost  reasonable. 

B.  BAT  and  NSPS 

1.  BAT  and  NSPS  Options  Considered 

Well  treatment,  completion,  and 
workover  fluids  may  either  stay  in  the 
hole,  resurface  as  a  concentrated  volume 
(slug),  or  surface  from  the  well 
dispersed  with  the  produced  water.  Two 
options  were  considered  for  BAT  and 
NSPS  control  for  this  waste  stream:  (1) 
Prohibit  the  discharge  of  free  oil;  or  (2) 
meet  the  same  limitations  on  oil  and 
grease  content  as  established  under  this 
rule  for  produced  water. 

In  the  options  considered  for  BAT  and 
NSPS,  free  oil  or  oil  and  grease  are  being 
limited  as  an  indicator  pollutant  for  the 
control  of  toxic  and  nonconventional 
pollutants.  Oil  and  grease  would  also  be 
limited  under  NSPS  as  a  conventional 
pollutant.  Compliance  wdth  the  free  oil 
prohibition  would  be  determined  by  the 
static  sheen  test. 

2.  BAT  and  NSPS  Option  Selection 

EPA  is  establishing  BAT  effluent 

limitations  and  new  source  performance 
standards  (NSPS)  for  well  treatment, 
completion,  and  workover  fluids  equal 
to  the  BAT  and  NSPS  requirements  for 


oil  and  grease  content  in  produced 
water.  ^A  has  determined  that  these 
limitations  and  standards  properly 
reflect  BAT  and  NSPS  levels  of  control 
for  well  treatment,  completion  and 
workover  fluids.  The  tedmology  basis 
for  this  limitation  is  commingling  and 
treating  the  treatment,  completion  and 
workover  fluids  with  the  produced 
water  wastestream.  This  limitation 
requires  all  existing  and  new  sources  to 
meet  the  discharge  limitations  on  oil 
and  grease  content  of  29  mg/1  monthly 
average;  42  mg/1  daily  maximum. 
Althou^  it  is  a  conventional  pollutant, 
oil  and  grease  is  being  regulated  under 
BAT  as  an  indicator  for  toxic  and 
nonconventional  pollutants.  Under 
NSPS,  oil  and  grease  is  being  regulated 
both  as  a  conventional  pollutant  and  as 
an  indicator  for  toxic  and 
nonconventional  pollutants.  Those 
facilities  unable  to  commingle  without 
causing  a  treatment  system  upset  could 
comply  by  transporting  the  fluids  to 
shore  for  recycle  and  reuse,  where 
appropriate,  or  disposal. 

EPA  has  determined  that  BAT  and 
NSPS  oil  and  grease  limitations  based 
on  commingling  well  treatment, 
completion  and  workover  fluids  writh 
produced  water  are  available  and 
economically  achievable  based  on 
information  regarding  industry 
operating  practices,  comments 
submitted  by  industry  representatives, 
and  an  industry  report  on  the  treatment 
of  these  fluids  (Hudgins,  C.M., 
“Chemical  Treatments  and  Usage  in 
Ofrshore  Oil  and  Gas  Production 
Systems,"  October  1989.).  Well 
treatment,  completion  and  workover 
fluids  often  surface  commingled  with 
produced  water,  rather  than  as  a 
discrete  volume  (or  slug).  At  times 
operators  are  unable  to  predict  when  the 
fluids  will  surface  or  even  distinguish 
when  the  return  has  occurred.  At  such 
times,  the  treatment,  completion  and 
workover  fluids  are  commingled  in  the 
produced  water  treatment  system  even 
though  there  is  no  existing  requirement 
to  do  so. 

Some  comments  on  the  proposed  rule 
submitted  by  industry  representatives 
stated  that  the  final  rule  should  require 
treatment,  completion  and  workover 
fluids  to  be  treated  the  same  as 
produced  water  based  on  commingling. 
Also,  an  industry-prepared  report 
submitted  by  API  (Hudgins,  1989)  states 
that,  except  for  platforms  with  very  low 
produced  water  flowrates,  the  produced 
water  treatment  systems  are  capable  of 
treating  well  treatment,  completion  and 
workover  fluids  without  upset  to  the 
produced  water  treatment  system.  For 
those  facilities  considered  by  EPA  to 
potentially  be  unable  to  commingle 


these  fluids  writhout  causing  a  treatment 
system  upset,  EPA  based  compliance 
wdth  the  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  on 
transporting  these  fluids  to  shore  for 
recycle  and  reuse,  where  appropriate,  or 
di^osal. 

The  option  prohibiting  discharges  of 
free  oil  under  BAT  and  NSPS  would 
achieve  no  incremental  removal  of 
pollutants  from  this  wastestream  over 
and  above  the  existing  BPT 
requirements,  and  ignores  an 
economically  and  technologically 
available  treatment  alternative. 
Therefore,  EPA  rejected  the  no 
discharge  of  free  oil  limitation  for  BAT 
and  NSPS. 

In  its  preferred  option  for  the  March 
1991  proposal,  EPA  presented  effluent 
limitations  for  well  treatment, 
completion,  and  workover  fluids  based 
on  requiring  zero  discharge  of  any 
concentrated  fluids  slug  along  with  a 
bufier  volume  preceding  and  following 
the  fluids  slug.  Fluids  which  did  not 
resurface  as  a  distinct  slug  were 
proposed  to  comply  with  produced 
water  limitations.  ^A  has  since 
determined  that  a  limitation  which 
requires  captiuing  a  buffer  volume  on 
either  side  of  a  fluids  slug  is  not 
technologically  achievable  because  it  is 
not  always  possible  and  may  not  be 
entirely  effective.  In  commenting  on  the 
proposal,  the  industry  characterized 
completion  and  workover  fluid 
discharges  as  small  volume  discharges 
which  occur  several  times  during  the 
workover  or  completion  operations 
which  can  last  between  seven  and  thirty 
days.  Based  on  this  information,  EPA  no 
longer  considers  the  discrete  slug  and 
buffer  to  be  a  proper  characterization  of 
the  way  workover,  completion  or 
treatment  fluids  resiirface  finm  the  well. 
Since  the  fluids  often  resurface  slowly 
and  over  a  period  of  time,  and  are  often 
commingled  with  the  produced  water, 
EPA  considers  treatment  of  these  fluids 
commingled  with  produced  water  in  the 
produced  water  treatment  system  to  be 
the  appropriate  technology. 

EPA  estimates  peak  BAT  (first  year) 
compliance  costs  of  $1.7  million  (1991 
dollars)  and  peak  NSPS  (year  15) 
compliance  costs  of  $1.0  million.  For 
those  treatment,  completion  and 
workover  fluids  whicn  are  commingled 
and  treated  with  the  produced  water, 
non-water  quality  environmental 
impacts  will  be  negligible  based  on 
comparison  of  the  fluid  volumes  with 
produced  water  volumes.  For  those 
fluids  expected  to  be  transported  to 
shore  for  disposal,  some  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts  will 
occur.  The  anticipated  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  the  BAT  and  NSPS 
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limits  are  considered  acceptable.  The 
volumes  of  treatment,  completion  and 
workover  fluids  to  be  handled  are  small 
(250-300  barrels  per  event)  and  the 
regularly  scheduled  supply  boats  have 
adequate  space  to  transport  the 
containers  of  spent  flui^.  O^hore 
platforms  would  have  adequate  space 
for  storage  of  the  spent  fluids  for  the 
periods  when  the  supply  boats  are  not 
scheduled  for  the  platform  or  when 
offloading  to  the  supply  boats  is 
infeasible  due  to  weather  conditions. 
Onshore  treatment  and  disposal  of  spent 
fluids  by  injection  into  underground 
formations  at  centralized  treatment 
facilities  will  result  in  a  small  increase 
in  energy  requirements  and  ^ 
emissions.  The  total  volume  of 
treatment,  completion  and  workover 
fluids  generated  (and  thus  that  portion 
requiring  onshore  disposal)  is  a  function 
of  the  number  of  producing  wells  emd 
drilling  activity.  EPA  projects  that  the 
volume  of  these  fluids  disposed  of 
onshore  as  a  result  of  this  rule  will  be 
greatest  immediately  after  promulgation 
(141,000  bbl/yr)  and  decrease  to 
approximately  50,000  bbl/yr  fifteen 
years  after  promulgation.  I^el 
requirements  and  air  emissions  were 
estimated  based  on  two  reinjection 
scenarios;  (1)  Two  235-HP  diesel 
pumps  with  average  injection  pressure 
of  1,000  psig:  and  (2)  one  165-HP  diesel 
pump  with  average  injection  pressure  of 
260  psig.  Under  the  high  pressiue 
scenario,  the  peak  year  required  2,800 
gallons  of  diesel  fuel  and  emitted  2.8 
tons  of  air  pollutants,  decreasing  to 
1,000  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  and  1.0  ton 
of  air  emissions  in  yeiur  15.  For  the  low 
pressure  scenario,  700  gallons  of  diesel 
fuel  were  required  and  1  ton  of  air 
pollutants  emitted  in  the  first  year  after 
promulgation,  decreasing  to  250  gallons 
of  diesel  fuel  and  0.4  tons  of  air 
emissions  in  year  15. 

Xn.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — 
Domestic  Wastes 

Under  BCT  and  NSPS,  EPA  is 
prohibiting  the  discharge  of  all  floating 
solids  and  incorporating  requirements 
limiting  discharges  of  garbage  as 
included  in  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
regulations  at  33  CFR  part  151.  These 
Coast  Guard  regulations  implement 
Annex  V  of  the  Convention  to  Prevent 
Pollution  fit)m  Ships  (MARTOL)  and  the 
Act  to  Prevent  Pollution  from  Ships,  33, 
U.S.C.  1901  et  seq.  Discharges  of  foam 
are  also  prohibited  imder  BAT  and 
NSPS.  (The  definition  of  “garbage”  is 
included  in  33  CFR  151.05.) 

The  limitations  establish^  are  all 
technologically  available  and 
economically  achievable  and  reflect  the 
BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS  levels  of  control. 


Under  the  Coast  Guard  regulations, 
discharges  of  garbage,  including 
plastics,  from  fixed  and  floating 
platforms  engaged  in  the  exploration, 
exploitation  and  associated  oQshore 
processing  of  seabed  mine^  resources 
are  prohibited  with  one  exception. 
Victual  waste  (not  including  plastics) 
may  be  discharged  from  fixM  or  floating 
platforms  located  beyond  12  nautical 
miles  from  nearest  land,  if  such  waste 
is  passed  through  a  comminuter  or 
grinder  meeting  the  requirements  of  33 
CFR  151.75.  Se^on  151.75  requires  that 
the  grinders  or  comminuters  must  be 
capable  of  processing  garbam  so  that  it 
passes  through  a  screen  with  openings 
no  greater  than  25  millimeters 
(approximately  one  inch)  in  diameter.  A 
permit  promulgated  by  Region  6  for  the 
Western  Gulf  of  Mexico 
incorporates  the  Coast  Guard 
regulations  (57  FR  54642;  November  19, 
1992).  Discharge  of  foam  in  other  than 
trace  amounts  is  included  in  this  Region 
6  permit  and  the  1986  general  permit  for 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico  OCS  as  a  mechanism 
for  controlling  detements  (51  FR  24922). 

Since  these  BCT,  BAT  and  NSPS 
limitations  for  domestic  waste  are 
already  in  either  existing  NPDES 
permits  or  Coast  Guard  regulations, 
these  limitations  will  not  result  in  emy 
additional  compliance  cost,  or 
additional  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts.  There  are  no 
incremental  costs  associated  with  the 
BCT  limitations;  therefore,  it  is 
considered  to  pass  the  two  part  BCT 
cost  reasonableness  test. 

Xm.  Basis  for  the  Final  Regulation — 
Sanitary  Wastes 

BCT  and  NSPS  limitations  for  sanitary 
wastes  in  this  rule  are  equal  to  the 
current  BPT  limitations.  Sanitary  waste 
effluents  from  facilities  continuously 
manned  by  ten  (10)  or  more  persons 
must  contain  a  minimum  residual 
chlorine  content  of  1  mg/1,  with  the 
chlorine  level  maintained  as  close  to 
this  concentration  as  possible.  Offshore 
facilities  continuously  manned  by  nine 
or  fewer  persons  or  only  intermittently 
manned  by  any  number  of  persons  must 
comply  with  a  prohibition  on  the 
discharge  of  floating  solids. 

At  proposal,  EPA  discussed  the 
availability  of  alternative  treatment  and 
control  options.  No  alternative 
technolo^es  available  for  installation  at 
the  offshore  facilities  were  identified. 
EPA  did  consider  the  appropriateness  of 
requiring  operators  to  capture  sanitary 
wastes  and  transport  the  wastes  to  shore 
for  treatment.  Spi^fic  data  were  not 
available  regarfflng  the  costs  of 
transporting  sanitary  wastes  to  shore  for 
treatment.  EPA  projected  compliance 


costs  based  on  the  costs  of  transporting 
drilling  wastes  to  shore  (excluding  the 
fee  charged  by  onshore  filing  waste 
disposal  facilities).  These  projected 
compliance  costs,  in  conjimction  with 
pollutant  removal  estimates,  did  not 
pass  the  BCT  cost-reasonableness  tests 
and  therefore  EPA  decided  not  to  base 
limits  on  onshore  disposal.  EPA  rejected 
zero  discharge  of  sanitary  wastes  under 
NSPS  because  such  a  limitation  would 
in  reality  result  in  operators 
transporting  the  wastes  to  shore  for 
treatment  and  subsequent  discharge  by 
publicly  owned  treatment  works 
(POTW)  back  into  stirface  waters.  Also, 
the  zero  discharge  limitation  would 
incur  additional  non-water  quality 
environmental  impiacts  (frttm  the  vessel 
traffic)  and  compliance  costs. 

Since  there  are  no  increased  control 
requirements  beyond  those  already 
required  by  BPT  effluent  guidelines, 
there  are  no  incremental  compliance 
costs  or  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  associated  with 
BCT  and  NSPS  limitations  for  sanitary 
wastes.  Since  these  limitations  are  equal 
to  BPT,  they  are  available  and 
economically  achievable.  In  addition, 
the  BCT  limitation  is  also  considered  to 
be  cost  reasonable  under  the  BCT  cost 
test.  Since  the  POTW  test  result  and  the 
industry  cost-eflectiveness  test  results 
are  both  zero  (and  therefore  pass  their 
respective  tests),  the  limitation  is  cost 
reasonable. 

EPA  is  not  establishing  BAT  effluent 
limitations  for  the  sanitary  waste  stream 
because  no  toxic  or  nonconventional 
pollutants  of  concern  have  been 
identified  in  these  wastes. 

XTV.  Economic  Analysis 

A.  Introduction 

EPA’s  economic  impact  assessment  is 
presented  in  the  “Economic  Impact 
Analysis  of  Final  Effluent  Limitations 
Guidelines  and  Standards  of 
Performance  for  the  Oflshore  Oil  and 
Gas  Industry”  (hereinafter,  “EIA”).  This 
report  details  the  investment  and 
annualized  costs  for  the  industry  as  a 
whole  and  the  impacts  of  these  costs  on 
affected  projects,  typical  companies 
involved  in  offshore  oil  and  gas  drilling 
and  production  operations,  and  future 
oil  and  gas  production  firom  the  offshore 
region.  The  report  also  estimates  the 
economic  effect  of  compliance  costs  on 
Federal  and  State  revenues,  balance  of 
trade  considerations,  and  inflation. 

EPA  has  also  conducted  an  analysis  of 
the  cost-effectiveness  of  alternative 
treatment  options.  The  results  of  the 
cost-effectiveness  analysis  are  expressed 
in  terms  of  the  incremental  costs  per 
poimd-equivalent  removed.  Pound- 
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equivalents  account  for  6m  differences 
in  toxicity  among  the  poHutants 
removed.  Total  pound-eqaivalents  are 
derived  by  mtikiplying  t^  number  of 
pounds  of  a  polh^ant  removed  by  a 
toxic  weighting  The  toxic 
weighting  factor  is  derived  using 
amMent  water  quality  criteria  mid 
toxicity  values.  The  toxic  weighting 
factors  ne  6ien  standardized  by  relating 
them  to  a  pmticular  pollutant,  m  this 
case,  copper.  Cost-Effectiveness  is 
calcuU^  as  the  ratio  of  incremental 
annudized  costs  of  an  option  to  the 
incremental  pound-equivalents  removed 
by  that  option.  This  analysis.  “Cost- 
Effectiveness  Analysis  of  Effluent 
Limitation  Guidelines  and  Standards  of 
Performance  for  the  Offshore  Oil  and 
Gas  Industry**  (hereinafter  “CE  report**), 
is  included  in  the  record  of  this 
rulemaking.  Snce  the  disdiarges  are  to 
a  marine  environment,  sah-water  toxic 
weighting  factOTS  were  used  wherever 
they  were  availfdile. 

B.  Ecoaomic  Methodology 

EPA  developed  34  economic  model 
platfonns  to  represent  the  diversity  in 
offshore  pl^orm  size  (Le..  number  of 
well  slots  per  platform),  geographic 
location  (Gulf  of  Mexico.  Pacific,  and 
Alaska),  and  production  type  (oil  only, 
gas  only,  or  both).  Distinct  technical  and 
economic  characteristics  were 
developed  for  each  model  Costs 
included  in  the  models  are  those 
associated  with  exploration, 
development,  and  producticm,  as  well  as 
the  costs  needed  to  meet  current 
regional  permit  requirmnents.  Costs  and 
revenues  were  estimated  over  the  life  of 
the  project  based  on  current 
requirements  to  establish  beseline 
financial  summary  statistics,  such  as 
economic  lifetime,  production, 
corporate  cost  per  BC^  net  present 
value,  and  internal  r^  of  return.  Each 
of  these  parameters  varies  by  model 
project 

Tnen,  capital  and  annual  O&M  costs 
associated  with  various  options  were 
added  to  the  baseline  costs.  The  model 
recalculates  the  economic  lifetime  of  the 
project,  annualizes  the  regulatory  costs 
over  the  new  project  lifetime,  and 
recalculates  production  and  financial 
summary  statistics.  Project  impacts  were 
evaluated  by  determining  the  change 
from  the  baseline  values  caused  by  the 
increased  regulatory  costs,  rather  than 
on  tile  baseline  values  themselves.  Costs 
were  summed  over  all  projects  to 
provide  total  capital,  annual,  and 
annualized  costs  of  the  regulation. 

EPA  developed  two  representative 
company  financial  profiles— one  for 
major  integrated  companies  and  one  for 
independent  oil  companies — to  assess 


the  impcKt  on  oil  and  gas  oompanies 
operating  in  the  offslxm  ma.  Pre-  and 
post-regulation  balance  sheets  were 
developed  for  the  typical  companies. 

*rhe  impacts  of  the  regttlat<»y  costs  on 
the  financial  health  of  the  companies 
were  investigated  by  the  (hange  in 
financial  ratios  caused  by  those  costs. 

Production  losses  include  those 
reductions  in  hydrocarbon  extraction 
resulting  from  immediate  dosure  of 
existing  projects,  imw  prefects  that  are 
not  undertaken,  and  curtailed  lifetimes. 
These  were  based  on  the  diange  in 
production  and  net  present  values  for 
the  projects  induced  by  the  regulatory 
costs.  *^81  is,  if  a  project  became 
unprofitable  with  6m  additional  costs,  H 
was  assumed  to  close  or  not  be 
undertaken. 

EPA  also  anal3rzed  secondary  impacts 
of  the  regulation.  These  include: 

Revenue  loss  to  the  federal  government 
due  to  tax  shields  on  expenditures, 
revenue  loss  to  federal  and  state 
governments  through  potentially  lower 
bonus  bids  for  new  offshore  projects, 
changes  in  the  balance  of  trade, 
inflation,  and  impacts  on  related  service 
industries. 

C.  Summary  of  Costs  and  Ecoaomic 
Impacts 

1.  Basis  of  the  Analysis 

The  economic  analysis  has  four  major 
components:  (1)  An  estimate  of  existing 
and  projected  structures  that  incur  costs 
under  this  rule;  (2)  use  of  an  economic 
model  to  evaluate  per-project  impacts 
and  annualize  capital  costs  and 
operating  and  maintenance  costs;  (3)  an 
aggregate  of  the  annualized  costs  to 
estimate  the  total  costs  for  the 
regulation;  and  (4)  an  evaluation  of  the 
impacts  of  thosh  costs  on  typical 
projects,  typical  companies,  future  oil 
and  gas  production.  Federal  and  State 
revenues,  balance  of  trade,  and  other 
secondary  effects. 

In  response  to  comments  received  on 
the  1991  proposal,  changes  were  made 
to  the  economic  analysis.  These  changes 
indude: 

•  The  inclusion  of  existing  structures 
currently  in  production  in  State  waters  of  the 
offshore  subrategory  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
(affects  BAT  profile). 

•  A  re-evaluation  of  the  profile  of  existing 
structures  off  California  (affects  BAT  profile). 

•  Ccmsidering  only  the  $21/bbl  oil  price, 
constrained  dev^praent  scenario  (affects 
NSPS  profile). 

•  Consideration  of  additional  boundaries 
at  3-niiles  (for  all  effluents)  and  B-mlles  (for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings,  only),  in 
addition  to  the  4-mile  boundary  presented  in 
the  March  1991  proposal. 

•  Inclusion  of  compliance  costs  for  waste 
streams  previously  believed  to  incur 


negligible  costa,  e^.,  treatment,  workovec,- 
and  oampletioo  fluids;  and  produced  sand. 
(The  selected  options  for  de^  drainage, 
domestic  wastes,  aiul  sanitary  wastes  ore  still 
assumed  to  create  no  additional  costs  and 
thus  incur  no  impacts.) 

The  base  year  for  the  economic 
analysis  is  198G.  This  was  set  for  the 
1988  Notice  of  Data  Availability,  when 
it  was  the  most  recent  year  for  which  a 
complete  set  of  cost,  revenue,  and  future 
production  data  were  available.  In  other 
words,  a  consistent  set  of  data  were 
used  to  develc^  tiie  economic  models 
representing  typical  projects  in  that 
profile.  This  “snapshot**  in  time  was 
maintained  for  several  reasons.  First,  the 
economic  impact  analysis  examines  the 
change  fiom  the  baseline  values  caused 
by  the  incremental  costs  of  pollution 
control,  rather  than  focusing  on  the 
baseline  values  themselves.  Second, 

1986  represents  a  recent  nadir  for  the  oil 
industry  in  terms  of  oil  prices,  revenues, 
and  financial  health.  Third,  not 
changing  the  baseline  values  of  the 
economic  models  allows  a  clearer 
understanding  of  the  changes  caused  by 
recosting,  different  boundaries,  and 
other  factors  listed  above.  Fourth,  EPA 
evaluated  the  changes  to  the  profiles  of 
new  drilling  activity  and  production 
structures  when  the  15-year  period  of 
the  analysis  was  shifted  into  the  future 
(1991-2005  and  1993-2007)  and  found 
that  the  results  varied  minimally 
(within  3  percent)  around  the  original 
profile  (see  sections  III.B.2  and  V.F.); 
and  therefore  the  1986  projection 
remains  valid  for  the  15  year  period 
following  promulgation.  Costs  are 
presented  here  in  1991  dollars.  Where 
cost  components  have  increased  in  time, 
the  Engineering  News  Record 
CoDstruction  Cost  Index  is  used  to 
inflate  1986  dollars  to  1991  dollars  (see 
EIA  for  details). 

The  industry  profile  used  in  this 
analysis  is  presented  in  section  V.F. 

EPA  estimates  2,549  existing  structures 
will  incur  compliance  costs  under  the 
BAT  regulations  of  this  rule.  It  is 
estimated  tiiat  a  total  of  759  new 
developmmtt  and  production  structures 
will  be  installed  daring  the  15-year 
period  following  promulgation.  The 
costs  for  these  new  structures  are 
as^ned  as  NSPS  compliance  costs. 

Tm  number  of  wells  drilled  can  vary 
widely  from  year  to  3rear.  EPA  estimate 
-  the  t(Hal  number  of  wells  drilled  during 
a  15-year  period  after  6m  r^ulation 
goes  into  effect  and  then  divided  that 
total  by  15  to  obtain  an  average  annual 
number  of  wells  drilled.  The  average 
annued  number  of  wells  drilled  is  759 
wells  per  year.  (R  is  coincklMital  that 
the  average  number  of  new  wells  drilled 
annually  is  equal  to  the  total  number  of 
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new  development  and  production 
structures  to  be  installed  over  the  next 
15  years.)  About  one-third  of  new  wells 
are  projected  to  be  classified  as  existing 
sources  because  they  are  exploratory  in 
nature  or  will  be  drilled  fi'om  existing 
structures.  Since  the  difierence  in 
drilling  waste  compliance  costs  for  new 
and.existing  sources  is  negligible 
(because  they  comply  with  the  same 
requirements),  the  incremental  costs  for 
drilling  waste  options  do  not  depend  on 
whether  they  are  BAT  wells  or  NSPS 
wells. 


2.  Total  Costs  and  Impacts  of  the 
Regulations 

The  total  costs  and  impacts  of  the 
regulations  combine  the  BAT  and  NSPS 
costs  for  all  waste  streams.  BAT  costs 
are  highest  in  the  first  year  following 
promulgation  when,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  analysis,  all  existing  sources  incur 
costs  to  upgrade  their  pollution  control 
systems.  These  annualized  costs  will 
diminish  in  time  as  these  projects  come 
to  the  end  of  their  economic  Ufe.  NSPS 
costs,  on  the  other  hand,  are  small  in 
year  1  but  are  assumed  to  grow  annually 


until  they  peak  in  the  15th  year 
following  promulgation  at  which  time 
the  rate  of  new  source  facilities  ceasing 
production  will  equal,  or  exceed,  the 
rate  of  new  sources  coming  into 
production.  Adding  the  two  sets  of  peak 
costs  would  overstate  the  impacts  since 
the  peaks  occur  15  years  apart.  EPA 
therefore  looked  at  the  impacts  in  year 
1  and  year  15.  The  cost  components  are 
summarized  in  Table  10.  The  combined 
annualized  cost  for  the  selected  options 
is  $134  million  in  year  1  and  $38 
million  in  year  15  (1091  dollars). 


Table  10.— Combined  Cost  of  Final  Rule 

(1991  doOars,  thousands] 


Waste  stream 

Control  option 

AnnuaHzed 
cost  in  year 
one 

ArmuaNzad 
cost  In  year  fif¬ 
teen 

Drilling  fluids  &  dtW  cuttings . 

a  milA  Rirff/TA  . 

18,954 

108,400 

907 

1,693 

0 

210 

4,127 

18,954 

0 

13,605 

0 

842 

210 

4,127 

Flotation  an . 

NSPS  produced  vwiter . . . 

RAT  trsAtniAnt  A  iMorkOvnr  fHiirifi  .  . 

Flotation  aH . . . . . . 

CM  A  gmfliia  Umliatlnns  . 

NSPS  treamwvii  A  w^orkover  f k*lds  . . .  . 

Oil  &  grease  limitations  . . 

NSPS  completion  fluids . 

OH  &  grease  limitations . . . . . . . 

PmdiiCAd  Rftnrt  . 

7nro  dL<u:hargA . 

Total  nnmhinod  cost  (before  taxns)  *  . 

134,291 

37,738 

•  ‘Net  cost  to  industry  wlH  be  lowered  by  tax  savings  realized.  These  tax  reductions  have  been  Included  In  estimates  ol  federal  revenue  losses. 
Note:  No  lrx:remental  compliance  costs  are  incurred  for  deck  drainage,  domestic  wastes  and  sanitary  wastes. 


EPA  examined  the  combined  effect  of 
regulatory  options  on  BAT  and  NSPS 
projects.  The  BAT  models  begin  at  the 
projects'  economic  midlife,  a  time  at 
which  most  drilling  programs  have  been 
completed.  For  an  existing  single-well 
structure  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  with  its 
own  production  equipment  (Gulf-lb) 
which  is  assumed  to  add-on  a  flotation 
system,  the  combined  effects  of  the 
selected  options  for  produced  water, 
treatment  and  workover  fluids,  and 
produced  sand  is  expected  to  reduce  the 
net  present  value  by  40  percent  and 
increase  the  corporate  cost  per  barrel-of- 
oil-equivalent  (BOE)  by  28  percent. 

(This  model  project,  termed  Gulf-lb,  is 
considered  indicative  of  offshore 
projects  most  sensitive  economically 
because  its  source  of  revenue  is  a  single 
producing  well.  Most  offshore  platforms 
produce  %drocarbons  from  multiple 
wells.)  For  a  Gulf  of  Mexico  project 
comprising  12  well  slots  and  10 
producing  wells,  the  same  requirements 
lead  to  a  four  percent  decline  in  net 
present  value  and  an  increase  of  three 
percent  for  the  corporate  cost  per  BOE. 
(This  model,  term^  Gulf-12,  is 
considered  representative  of  a  typical 
offshore  platform.)  There  were  no 
production  losses  beyond  those  already 
seen  with  the  produced  water  option. 

In  evaluating  the  economic  impacts  of 
the  rule  on  new  projects,  EPA  included 


the  costs  of  increased  pollution  control 
requirements  for  drilling  flmds,  drill 
cuttings,  completion  fluids,  produced 
water,  treatment  and  workover  fluids, 
and  produced  sand.  Although 
exploratory  wells  are  always  defined  as 
existing  sources  under  the  rule,  the 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
compliance  costs  associated  with 
exploratory  wells  are  incorporated  into 
the  NSPS  models.  Since  the  economic 
impiact  models  are  designed  to  estimate 
impacts  and  viability  on  a  per-project 
basis,  including  in  the  NSPS  model  the 
exploratory  efforts  (wells)  conducted  to 
identify  and  quantify  producible  oil  and 
gas  deposits  is  appropriate  and  allows 
EPA  to  fully  consider  the  efiects  on 
financial  ratios. 

For  a  Gulf-lb  project,  the  combined 
costs  lead  to  a  2  to  5  percent  increase 
in  the  corporate  cost  of  production, 
depending  on  whether  new  equipment 
is  needed.  If  new  equipment  is  needed, 
the  net  present  value  becomes  negative. 
These  projects  are  assumed  to  be 
canceled  and  production  is  lost.  If  new 
equipment  is  not  needed,  the  net 
present  value  for  the  project  remains 
positive,  but  with  a  65  percent  decline 
in  value  fi'om  the  baseline.  For  a  more 
typical  Gulf-12  project,  the  same 
requirements  lead  to  decrease  in  net 
present  value  of  5  to  6  percent,  and  an 


increased  corporate  cost  of  1  to  1.5 
percent  per  BOE. 

In  the  real  world,  there  will  be 
projects  that  fall  between  the  BAT  and 
NSPS  models,  e.g.,  platforms  that  are 
installed  prior  to  promulgation  but 
complete  part  of  their  drilling  program 
after  this  rule  is  issued.  These  pladforms 
are  much  closer  to  the  beginning  of  their 
economic  life  than  to  their  midpoint  but 
not  all  wells  on  the  platform  will  have 
been  drilled  under  the  new  BAT 
requirements.  For  these  platforms,  the 
per-project  impacts  are  estimated  to  be 
equal  to  or  less  than  the  BAT  per-project 
impacts,  depending  upon  the  number  of 
wells  drilled  under  the  new 
retirements. 

The  year  1  costs  are  estimated  to 
reduce  the  working  capital  of  a  typical 
major  oil  compemy  by  0.5  percent. 
(Working  capital  is  the  fin^dal  ratio 
most  sensitive  to  increased  costs.)  For 
year  15,  the  working  capital  decreases 
by  0.1  percent.  For  a  typical 
independent  oil  company  working 
offshore,  the  year  1  costs  would  r^uce 
working  capital  by  nearly  S  percent.  The 
year  15  costs  would  reduce  the  working 
capital  by  about  1.4  percent. 

Potential  production  losses  are 
measured  over  the  entire  15-year  time 
period  of  the  analysis.  Production  losses 
result  from  shortened  economic 
lifetimes,  immediate  shut-down  of 
^existing  projects,  and  cancellation  of 
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new  projects.  Impacts  associated  with 
the  final  rule  would  result  in  the 
potential  loss  of  0.1  percent  of  the 
energy  expected  to  be  produced  by  the 
Ofishore  subcategory  over  the  15-year 
period  (cumulative  total  of 
approxiniately  15.3  million  BOE). 

The  selected  options  potentially  could 
result  in  a  $129  million  (jrear  1)  to  $38 
millioB  (yem'  15)  loss  to  federal 
revenues  through  tax  efiects  and  lower 
lease  bids  (1991  dollars).  Losses  to  state 
revenues  due  to  a  potential  lowering  of 
lease  bids  ranges  $8  million  (year 
1)  to  $2  million  (year  15;  1991  dollars). 
The  impact  of  this  potential  loss  in  state 
revenue  is  minimal  when  compared  to 
total  state  revenue  representing,  for 
example,  less  than  0.04  percent  of  total 
state  revenues  in  Texas.  Fiirthermore, 
these  are  potential  losses.  Companies 
may  not  cnoose  to  recoup  all  the  cost 
increase  through  lower  lease  bids 
because  if  the  mds  are  too  low. 
companies  might  not  win  die  lease. 
Therefore,  companies  may  absorb  the 
entire  compliance  cost  of  the  regulation 
through  reductions  in  profits.  In  other 
words,  the  impact  on  federal  and  state 
revenue  would  depend  upon  the  action 
the  companies  may  take  through  the 
lease  bids — absorb  the  costs  by  not 
lowering  the  lease  bids  or  pass  on  these 
costs  throu^  lower  lease  bids.  The 
actual  impact  on  revenues  would 
probably  be  somewhere  in  this 
estimate  range  but  is  hard  to  predict  at 
this  time. 

The  final  rule  is  not  expected  to  afiect 
energy  prices,  inflation,  employment,  or 
international  trade.  The  select^  options 
may,  in  fact,  lead  to  poMtive  impacts  in 
the  offsluxe  service  industry  due  to 
increased  use  of  the  service  vessel  fleet, 
onshore  treatment/disposal 
requirements,  and  the  need  to  retrofit  or 
upgrade  some  existing  treatment 
systems.  EPA  finds  the  costs  of  the  final 
BAT  and  NSPS  regulations  to  be 
economically  achievable  for  the  oil  and 
gas  industry. 

D.  MlUng  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

BAT  limitations  and  associated 
compliance  costs  for  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  are  the  same  for  BAT  and 
NSPS  wells.  Because  there  is  no 
difference  between  BAT  and  NSPS 
requirements  for  drilling  wastes,  EPA’s 
analysis  shows  that  the  economic 
impact  of  the  BAT  limitations  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  is  the 
same  as  the  impact  of  the  NSPS 
limitations  discussed  below.  For  drese 
reasons,  the  costs,  cost-effoctiveness, 
and  economic  achievriiility  for  BAT  and 
NSPS  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
limitations  are  presented  on  a  ccmibined 
basis.  The  projections  of  fiiture  activity 


estimate  that,  on  the  average,  759 
exploratory,  delineation,  and 
development  wells  will  be  drilled 
annually  for  the  15-year  period  of  the 
analysis. 

No  capital  costs  are  associated  with 
the  options  for  drilling  Quids  and  drill 
cuttings  because  oil  companies  that  drill 
offshore  typically  do  not  purchase 
vessels  for  transporting  the  wastes,  but 
instead  contract  that  service.  The 
annualized  cost  of  limits  on  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  in  this  final  rule 
is  $19  million,  of  which  about  one-third 
or  $6  million  is  estimated  to  be  the  BAT 
portion  of  the  costs  (1991  dollars).  For 
new  and  existing  oil  and  gas  Gulf-12 
model  platforms,  the  net  present  value 
decreases  by  0.6  percent  while  the 
corporate  cost  per  BOE  increases  0.1 
percent.  For  the  model  single-well 
structure  with  its  own  production 
equipment  (Gulf-lb),  the  drilling  waste 
limitation  decreases  the  net  present 
value  by  7  percent  while  the  corporate 
cost  of  production  increases  by  0.2 
percent.  None  of  the  options  considered 
in  this  rulemaking  for  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  has  an  adverse  impact  on 
hydrocarbon  production. 

The  BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  of  the 
final  rule  are  projected  to  reduce  the 
working  capital  of  a  typical  major 
company  by  0.1  percent  and  the 
working  capital  of  a  typical  independent 
company  by  0.7  percent.  According  to 
EPA’s  analysis,  the  rule  would  have  no 
effect  on  oil  and  gas  prices, 
employment,  or  intematicmal  trade.  EPA 
finds  the  costs  of  the  selected  option  for 
BAT  and  NSPS  omtrol  of  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  to  be  economically 
achievable. 

BCT  limitations  for  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  within  3  miles  from  shore 
are  equal  to  BAT  and  NSPS  limits. 
Beyond  3  miles  from  shore,  only  the 
prohibition  on  discharges  of  free  oil 
applies  to  BCT.  Thus,  compliance  costs 
for  BCT  do  not  include  the  cost  of 
substituting  clean  barite  for  dirty  barite, 
monitoring  costs  for  toxicity  or  diesel 
oil,  or  onshore  disposal  costs  for  drilling 
wastes  failing  the  toxicity  and  diesel 
limitations. 

On  a  per-well  basis,  the  transportation 
and  onshme  disposal  costs  for  BCT  is 
equal  to  the  BA’T  and  NSPS  costs.  As 
discussed  above,  BAT  and  NSPS  costs 
for  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  are 
eccmomically  adiievable.  Consequently, 
the  BCT  costs  are  also  economically 
achievable.  The  BCT  limitations  passed 
the  two  part  BCT  cost  reasonableness 
-  test. 


E.  Produced  Water 

1.  BCT 

As  discussed  in  section  XI.A,  BCT 
limitaticms  for  produced  water  are  equal 
to  BPT.  Therefme,  there  are  no 
incremental  Costs  and  no  economic 
impacts  for  produced  water  BCT 
limitations. 

2.  BAT 

The  cost  of  compliance  for  produced 
water  limitations  will  be  highest  in  the 
year  in  whidi  the  regulation  goes  into 
effect,  because  all  existing  structures 
must  either  meet  the  new  limits  with 
their  current  equipment  and  operation, 
upgrade  their  equipment  and  operation, 
or  cease  discharges  of  produced  water. 
These  impacts  will  diminish  in  time  as 
existing  projects  come  to  the  end  of 
their  economic  life.  For  BAT  produced 
water  options,  then,  year  1  costs  are  the 
hipest  costs. 

Total  capital  costs  of  the  BAT 
limitations  set  by  this  rule  are  estimated 
to  be  $431  million.  Annual  operating 
and  maintenance  costs  of  $52  million 
also  includes  costs  fm:  two  years  of 
monitoring  radium  content  of  the 
produced  waters.  (This  rule  is  not 
requiring  radium  monitoring  of 
produced  water.  Monitoring  costs  of 
$3.4  million  per  year  (1991  dollars)  for 
the  first  two  years  of  the  analysis  were 
included  in  the  economic  impact 
analysis  to  project  impacts  of  such  a 
monitoring  requirement  on  facilities  and 
companies.  A  radium  monitoring 
requirement  of  finite,  aiKl  relatively 
short-lived,  duration  is  more 
appropriately  implemented  by 
permitting  authorities  and  is  iK>t  part  of 
this  regulation.)  The  annualized 
incremental  cost  in  year  1  the 
regulation  is  estimated  to  be  $108 
million  and  declines  to  zero  in  year  15. 
(All  costs  are  in  1991  dollars.) 

The  ElA  includes  impacts  of  the 
options  considered  on  each  type  of 
model  platform.  Selected  impacts  and 
model  platforms  are  presented  here  for 
a  Gulf-12  oil  and  gas  platform  (10 
producing  wells)  and  an  oil  and  gas 
producing  single-well  structure  with  its 
own  production  and  treatment 
equipment  (Gulf- lb  model,  considered 
most  sensitive  to  the  costs  of  the 
regulation).  For  an  existing  Gulf-12 
platform  needing  new  treatment 
equipment  to  comply  with  the  effluent 
limits  of  this  rule,  the  net  present  value 
of  the  project  declines  by  3.6  percent 
while  the  corporate  cost  per  BOE 
increases  by  2.7  percent  For  an  existing 
Gulf- lb  platform,  the  net  present  value 
declines  by  35  percent,  the  corporate 
cost  per  BOE  increases  by  25  percent, 
and  die  project  is  assumed  to  cease 
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production  operations  one  year  early 
because  of  increased  annual  costs  of 
operation.  The  total  loss  in  futrire 
hydrocarbon  production  from  existing 
structures  due  to  increased  regulatory 
costs  from  the  rule  is  approximately  0.4 
percent  (14.7  million  BOE)  over  the  15- 
year  period  analyzed. 

The  BAT  limitation  of  this  rule  leads 
to  an  estimated  decrease  of  less  than  0.5 
percent  in  the  working  capital  of  a 
typical  major  company  engaged  in 
offshore  energy  production  and  is 
projected  to  reduce  the  working  capital 
of  a  typical  independent  company  by 
3.7  percent.  EPA  finds  the  costs  of  the 
final  BAT  limitations  for  produced 
waters  to  be  economically  achievable  for 
the  oil  and  gas  industry. 

3.  NSPS 

NSPS  costs  are  small  in  the  first  year 
of  the  regulation,  covering  only  the 
structures  installed  that  year.  NSPS 
costs  continue  to  grow  over  time  as 
more  structures  are  installed.  By  the 
fifteenth  year,  the  number  of  new  source 
platforms  going  out  of  production  is 
assumed  to  equal,  or  exceed,  the 
number  of  new  source  platforms 
beginning  production.  Thus,  the  cost  in 
the  15th  year  of  the  regulation  is 
assumed  to  represent  a  peak  NSPS  cost. 
The  total  capital  cost  for  the  selected 
option  is  $96  million  while  the  annual 
operating  and  maintenance  costs  are  $6 
million.  The  annualized  cost  in  the  1st 
year  is  $1  million  and  $14  million  in  the 
15th  year.  (All  costs  are  in  1991  dollars.) 

For  a  new  Gulf-12  platform,  the  limits 
on  produced  water  set  by  this  rule  are 
estimated  to  decrease  the  net  present 
value  by  1.4  percent  while  the  cmporate 
cost  of  production  increases  0.5  percent. 
The  NSPS  economic  models  consider  all 
costs  finm  lease  purchase,  through 
platform  installatimi,  and  operation. 

The  BAT  model  omsiders  only  the  cost 
of  continuing  operations  past  its 
midlife.  For  a  single-well  structure  that 
has  its  own  production  equipment  (i.e., 
a  Gulf-lb),  the  net  present  value  is 
smaller  for  the  NSPS  project  than  for  the 
BAT  project.  This  indicates  that  by  the 
mid-life  of  a  single  well  structure,  the 
initial  costs  still  have  not  been 
recovered.  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  same  absolute  decrease  in  net 
present  value  will  appear  as  a  greater 
impact  on  the  NSPS  project  bemuse  of 
the  smaller  baseline  value.  This  is  what 
is  seen  imder  the  selected  limitations  for 
this  rale;  the  net  present  value  for  the 
single-well  structure  d»:lines  by  66 
percent  under  NSPS,  while  the 
corporate  cost  of  production  increases 
by  3  percent.  If  new  equipment  is 
needed,  the  single-well  project  may 
cease  production  a  year  eariy.  Loss  of 


future  production  over  the  15-year 
period  due  to  early  closures  is  estimated 
at  less  than  0.1  percent  (0.5  nullion 
BOE)  of  the  production  from  new 
structures. 

The  selected  NSPS  limits  for 
produced  water  would  have  virtually  no 
impact  cm  the  working  capital  of  a 
typical  major  oil  company  involved  in 
the  offshore  and  would  r^uce  the 
working  capital  of  a  typical  independent 
by  0.5  percent.  According  to  EPA’s 
analysis,  the  selected  limitations  would 
have  no  effect  on  oil  and  gas  prices, 
employment,  (»'  international  trade.  EPA 
finds  the  cost  of  NSPS  for  produced 
water  to  be  economically  achievable  for 
the  oil  and  gas  industry. 

F.  Produced  Sand 

The  annual  compliance  cost  for 
produced  sand  firom  BAT  and  N^S 
sources  imder  the  selected  option  is 
estimated  at  $4  million  (1991  dollars). 

No  capital  investments  are  expected  to 
be  associated  with  the  limitations  for 
this  waste  stream.  The  transport  of  the 
produced  sand  to  shore  and  its 
subsequent  disposal  is  assumed  to  be 
contracted  to  another  company 
supplying  such  services.  For  BAT 
m^els,  the  financial  summary  statistics 
change  by  no  more  than  0.7  percent  and 
there  is  no  estimated  loss  in  production. 
For  NSPS  models,  if  produced  sand 
from  a  single-well  structure  (Gulf-lb 
model)  contains  elevated  levels  of 
NORM  (naturally  occurring  radioactive 
material)  such  that  disposal  at  a  low- 
level  radioactive  disposal  site  is 
required,  the  net  present  value  may 
decrease  by  3  percent.  For  all  other 
financial  statistics  and  all  other  projects, 
the  parameters  change  by  no  more  than 
0.5  percent.  There  is  no  loss  of 
production  associated  with  this 
limitation.  The  costs  lead  to  negligible 
changes  in  financial  ratios  for  typical 
major  and  independent  oil  companies 
engaged  in  o^hore  oil  and  gas 
pr^uction.  EPA  finds  the  costs  of  the 
BAT  and  NSPS  zero  discharge 
limitations  for  produced  sand  to  be 
economically  atdiievable. 

G.  Well  Treatment,  Completion  and 
Workover  Fluids 

l.BCT 

As  discussed  in  section  XI,  BCT 
limitations  for  well  treatment, 
completion  and  workQver  fluids  are 
equal  to  BPT.  Therefore,  there  are  no 
incremental  costs  and  no  economic 
impacts  associated  with  the  BCT 
limitations  for  these  wastestreams. 


2.  BAT  and  NSPS 

Existing  wells  will  bear  the  costs  of 
additional  controls  on  treatment  and 
workover  fluids  prior  to  discharge. 

Larger  structures  are  assumed  to 
gen^ate  enough  produced  water  that 
treatment  and  wcn-kover  fluids  can  be 
treated  within  the  produced  water 
system  without  upset  and  without 
additional  costs.  Smaller  structures, 
which  may  be  unable  to  process  the 
fluids  without  treatment  system  upsets, 
bear  the  costs  of  segregated  treatment 
and  workover  fluid  disposal.  As  with 

f traduced  water,  the  cost  of  QAT 
imitation  on  oil  and  grease  for 
treatmoit  and  workover  fluids  is  highest 
in  the  first  year  of  the  regulation,  when 
all  existing  wells  are  covered,  and  will 
decrease  in  time  as  the  wells  become 
unproductive  and  cease  operations.  The 
first  year  costs  for  BAT  treatment  and 
workover  fluids  is  $1.7  milUon  (1991 
dollars).  The  changes  in  the  per-praject 
net  present  value  and  corporate  cost  per 
BOE  are  small,  about  1  percent  or  less 
for  all  projects  investigated.  The  costs  of 
the  BAT  limitations  for  control  of 
treatment  and  workover  fluids  are 
economically  achievable. 

Each  new  productive  well  drilled  will 
need  to  meet  the  limitations  on 
completion  fluids.  Once  in  productimi, 
these  wells  are  anticipated  to  require 
treatment  or  workover  on  the  average  of 
once  every  four  years.  The  treatment 
and  workover  fluids,  like  the 
completion  fluids,  must  meet  new  limits 
on  oil  and  grease.  Larger  structures  are 
assumed  to  generate  sufficient  volumes 
of  produced  water  to  commingle  these 
waste  streams  without  upset  to  the 
produced  water  treatment  system,  so 
incremental  costs  would  be  borne  only 
by  smaller  projects.  The  annual 
compliance  cost  for  completion  fluids  is 
estimated  at  $0.2  millimi.  The 
compliance  costs  for  treatment  and 
workover  fluids  would  begin  at 
negligible  levels  when  the  regulation 
first  goes  into  efiect  and  would  peak  at 
$0.8  million  in  the  15th  year.  (Costs  are 
in  1991  dollars.)  The  financial  summary 
statistics  for  all  economic  models 
change  by  less  than  1  percent  and  there 
are  negligible  impacts  on  company 
financial  ratios.  ^A  finds  the  BAT  and 
NSPS  limitations  for  treatment, 
workover,  and  completion  fluids  to  be 
economically  achievable. 

H.  Deck  Drainage.  Sanitary,  and 
Domestic  Wastes 

The  new  limitations  for  these 
miscellaneous  waste  streams  have  no 
associated  increase  in  compliance  costs 
because  they  are  either  the  same  as  BPT, 
permit  requirements,  or  U.S.  Coast 
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Guard  limits.  Therefore,  there  are  no 
associated  economic  impacts. 

/.  Cost-Effectiveness  Analysis 
In  addition  to  the  foregoing  analyses, 
EPA  has  performed  a  cost-effectiveness 
analysis  tar  the  selected  options  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings, 
produced  water,  and  produced  sand. 
According  to  EPA’s  standard  procedures 
for  calculating  cost-effectiveness,  all  the 
options  considered  for  each  waste 
stream  have  been  ranked  in  order  of 
increasing  pounds-equivalent  (PE) 
removed  (see  the  introduction  to  this 
section  for  a  discussion  of  pounds- 
equivalent,  a  methodology  for  putting 
pollutants  of  differing  toxicity  on  a 
comparable  basis.)  The  cost- 
effectiveness  value  calculated  for 
produced  sand  includes  only  the 
estimated  pollutant  removals  for 
radium.  EPA  believes  that  had  specific 
data  on  other  known  constituents 
(heavy  metals  and  organics)  in  produced 
sand  been  available,  the  cost- 
effectiveness  for  produced  sand 
limitations  in  the  rule  would  be 
considerably  less  than  the  reported  $291 
per  pound-equivalent.  Cost- 
effectiveness  is  calculated  as  the  ratio  of 
the  incremental  annual  costs  to  the 
incremental  pounds-equivalent  removed 
for  each  option.  So  that  comparisons  of 
the  cost-effectiveness  among  regulated 
industries  may  be  made,  annual  costs 
for  all  cost-effectiveness  analyses  are 
reported  in  1981  dollars. 

In  1981  dollars,  the  incremental  cost- 
effectiveness  for  the  selected  options 
are: 

— $44/PE — drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings 

— $33/PE — BAT  produced  water 
— $17/PE— NSPS  produced  water 
— $291/PE — produced  sand  (only 
radium  removal  was  used  to  calculate 
pound-equivalent  of  pollutant 
reduction  for  this  waste  stream). 

/.  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act 

The  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act,  5 
U.S.C  601  et  seq.,  requires  that  ^A 
prepare  a  Regulatory  Flexibility 
Analysis  (RFA)  for  regulations  that  have 
a  signiHcant  economic  impact  on  a 
substantial  number  of  small  entities. 
This  analysis  may  be  done  in 
conjunction  with  or  as  a  part  of  any 
other  analysis  conducted  by  EPA.  The 
purpose  of  the  RFA  is  to  ensure  that, 
while  achieving  EPA’s  statutory  goals, 
the  Agency  has  considered  regulatory 
options  for  minimizing  the  cost  of 
compliance  on  small  entities. 

The  economic  impact  analysis 
described  above  indicates  that  the 
expenses  necessary  to  meet  the  final 
effiuent  limitations  guidelines  and 


standards  for  the  offshore  oil  and  gas 
industry  will  be  incurred  by  major  and 
independent  oil  companies.  These  are 
not  “small  entities”  by  any  standard. 
Additionally,  the  analysis  has 
determined  that  none  of  the  companies 
directly  affected  by  this  rule  are  small 
entities.  Therefore  no  formal  Regulatory 
Flexibility  Analysis  was  propos^  and 
EPA  certifies  that  this  rule  will  not  have 
a  significant  economic  impact  on  a 
substantial  number  of  small  entities. 

K.  Paperwork  Reduction  Act 

Today’s  rule  places  no  additional 
information  collection  or  record-keeping 
burden  on  respondents.  Therefore,  an 
information  collection  request  has  not 
been  prepared  and  submitted  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(OMB)  imder  the  Paperwork  Reduction 
Act.  44  U.S.C.  3501  et.  seq. 

XV.  Executive  Order  12291 

A.  Introduction 

Executive  Order  12291  requires  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and 
other  agencies  to  perform  a  Regulatory 
Impact  Analysis  (RIA)  of  major 
regulations.  Major  rules  are  t^ose  which 
impose  an  annual  cost  to  industry  of 
$100  million  or  more,  or  meet  certain 
other  economic  impact  criteria.  The  RIA 
prepared  by  EPA  for  this  rule  may  be 
obtained  at  the  address  listed  at  the 
beginning  of  the  preamble.  This  RIA 
was  submitted  to  OMB  for  review  as 
required  by  Executive  Order  12291. 

"The  RIA  analyzes  the  effect  of  current 
discharges  and  benefits  of  final 
limitations  for  the  major  waste  streams 
from  offshore  oil  and  gas  drilling  (e.g, 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings),  and 
production  activities  (e.g.,  produced 
water)  on  the  offshore  environment. 
Three  types  of  benefits  are  analyzed: 
quantified  and  moneti^d  benefits, 
quantified  and  non-monetized  benefits, 
and  non-quantified  and  non-monetized 
benefits. 

The  monetized  benefits  analysis 
focuses  on  the  human  health-related 
benefits  of  the  regulatory  options 
considered.  These  health  risk  reduction 
benefits  are  associated  with  reduced 
human  exposure  to  various  carcinogenic 
and  noncarcinogenic  contaminants, 
including  lead,  by  way  of  consumption 
of  shrimp  and  recreationally  caught 
finfish  fi'om  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Major 
toxic  effects  by  lead  in  humans  include 
inhibition  of  heme  synthesis,  kidney 
disfunction,  and  damage  to  the  central 
nervous  system.  Broad  symptoms 
include  increased  blood  pressvtre  and 
reduced  learning  ability.  'The  lead 
related  benefits  include:  (1)  Decreased 
infant  mortality;  (2)  reduced  I.Q. 


impairments  in  children;  and  (3) 
reduced  risks  of  hearth  disease,  strokes, 
hypertension  and  death.  All  benefits 
were  estimated  using  a  saltwater  leach 
sceneuio  for  calculating  the 
bioavailability  of  lead  in  the  marine 
environment. 

Other  benefits  that  are  quantified,  to 
the  extent  possible,  but  not  monetized 
due  to  lack  of  appropriate  data,  include; 
(1)  Human  health  risk  reductions 
associated  with  systemics  other  than 
lead,  pH-de|>endent  leach  rates, 
carcinogens  for  which  there  are  no  risk 
factors  available,  exposure  to  pollutants 
via  sediment  or  food  chair;  (2) 
ecological  risk  reductions;  (3)  fishery 
benefits;  and  (4)  intrinsic  benefits. 

The  combined  monetized  benefits  of 
regulating  drilling  fluids,  drill  cuttings, 
and  produced  water  in  the  offshore 
subcategory  of  the  oil  and  gas  extraction 
industry  are  found  to  be  reasonably 
commensurate  with  their  costs.  'The 
total  monetized  benefits  for  selected 
options  (in  1991  dollars  for  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  only)  range  fi-om  $28  to  $104 
million  annually.  Hypertension  effects 
were  estimated  based  on  a  dataset  with 
a  median  blood  lead  concentration  of  15 
pg/dL.  Average  blood  lead 
concentrations  are  around  4.5  pg/dL. 
There  may  be  uncertainty  associated 
with  the  estimate  of  hypertension 
effects,  because  EPA  has  assumed  that 
the  relationship  between  hypertension 
effects  at  4.5  p^dL  is  the  same  as  the 
15  pg/dL  blood  lead  concentration.  The 
monetized  benefits  associated  with 
hypertension  risk  reduction  are  $0.2 
million.  The  total  annualized  BAT  and 
NSPS  costs  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  are 
$122  million  in  the  first  year  and 
decline  to  $32  million  in  the  15th  year 
following  promulgation.  Quantified- 
monetized  benefits  are  ba^d  solely  on 
the  predictive  health-related  impacts. 
Benefits  associated  with  regulating 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
predominate  over  those  associated  with 
regulating  produced  water;  for  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings,  lead-related 
benefits  predominate  over  carcinogen- 
related  health  benefits. 

The  quantified,  non-monetized 
benefit  assessment  includes  a  review  of 
case  studies  of  environmental  impacts 
of  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  and 
produced  water  that  document  adverse 
chemical  and  biological  impacts 
resulting  from  discharge  of  these  wastes 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Atlantic, 
California  and  off  Alaska  and  water 
quality  analysis.  A  comprehensive 
review  of  available  data  (over  1000 
references,  plus  EPA’s  Ocean  Data 
Evaluation  System  (ODES)  database) 
show  documented  local  impacts  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
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discharges  (Z2  case  studies)  and  for 
produced  water  disdaaiges  (7  case 
studies).  Geographically  widespread 
marine  impacts  are  not  well 
document^.  In  preparing  a  water 
quality  analysis  for  this  rule.  EPA  used 
as  a  byline  permit  conditions  imposed 
by  the  Region  6  general  permit  for  the 
dCS  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  51  FR  24897 
(July  9, 1985).  EPA  projeded 
exceedences  of  mmine  water  quality 
criteria  and  toxic  benchmarks,  which 
are  factors  that  EPA  takes  into  account 
in  making  a  determination  of  whether  a 
discharge  will  cause  imreasonable 
degradation  of  the  marine  environment. 
See  40  CFR  126.122(a)(10). 

Discharged  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  are  shown  to  cause 
contamination  of  sediments  with  heavy 
metals  and  hydrocarbons  up  to  4000 
meters  horn  die  platforms.  Other 
documented  impacts  include  decline  in 
abundance  of  benthic  species  (up  to 
1000  meters  from  the  platform),  reduced 
bryozoan  coverage  (within  2000  meters 
of  discharge),  altered  benthic 
communities  (up  to  300  meters  horn 
platforms),  bioaccumulation  of  heavy 
metals  known  to  be  present  in  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  by  benthic 
organisms,  complete  elimination  of 
seagrass  (within  300  meters  of 
discharge),  inhibited  growth  of  seagrass 
(up  to  3,700  meters,  horn  the  disch^e 
point),  and  decreased  coral  coveram. 

Produced  water  discharges  are  shown 
to  cause  contamination  of  sediments 
with  metals  and  polynuclear  aromatic 
hydrocarbons  (PAH)  up  to  1000  meters 
from  the  platforms.  Other  significant 
impacts  include  reduction  of  benthic 
organisms  (to  below  background  levels) 
up  to  300  meters  from  platforms, 
alteration  of  benthic  communities 
(mostly  toward  opportimistic  species], 
and  sub-lethal  (clonic)  impacts  to  biota 
at  distances  in  excess  of  500  meters 
from  the  discharge  point  in  high  energy, 
open  ocean  environments. 

The  RIA  uses  models  to  project  water 
quality  imp>acts  based  on  section  403(c) 
marine  water  quality  criteria  and  human 
health  risks  from  ccmsumptimi  of  flsh 
(consumed  by  recreational  fishermen) 
and  commercially  caught  shrimp 
(consumed  by  the  general  population)  as 
a  result  of  the  offshore  oil  and  gas 
discharges  from  existing  and  new 
offshore  oil  and  gas  platforms  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  “baseline,*' 
rejvesenting  limitations  under  the  1986 
general  permit  for  the  (XIS  in  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico,  and  regulatory  options 
considered  fr)r  BAT  and  NSPS  limits  are 
assessed.  The  Gulf  of  Mexico  was 
selected  as  a  case  study  area  because 
more  than  90  percent  of  the  offshore  oil 
and  gas  mqiloraticHi  and  production 


activities  occur  in  this  region,  and 
because  ctf  its  importance  for 
commercial  and  recreational  fishing. 

The  RIA  attempted  to  quantify  and 
monetize  the  specific  environmental 
benefits  that  may  result  from  the  options 
considered  for  this  rule.  However,  the 
high  dilution  afforded  by  the  marine 
environment  resuhed  in  nKxleled 
pollutant  concei^ratioas  that  were 
sufficiently  low  that  no  directly 
quantifiable  impacts  on  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  fishery  could  be  attributed  to 
the  platform-related  discharges. 
Predictions  could  not  be  made  to 
quantify  direct  impacts  of  current 
discharges  and  benefits  of  options 
considered  for  this  rule  on  composition 
and  abundance  of  finfish  and  s^llfish 
populations,  recreational  fishing  and 
other  recreational  activities,  commercial 
fishing,  or  nonuse  benefits.  Therefore, 
the  RIA  for  this  rule  focuses  exclusively 
on  the  benefits  associated  with  human 
health  risk  reduction  through  modeled 
reduction  in  concentration  of  platform- 
related  pollutants  in  recreationally- 
caught  fish  and  commercially  caught 
shrimp.  Both  carcinogmiic  and  systemic 
human  toxicant  effects  are  considered. 
These  quantified  and  monetized 
incremental  benefits  are  compared  to 
the  annualized  incremental  cost  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  for  the  BAT  dnd  NSPS 
control  options  considered  for  this  rule. 

The  non-quantified,  non-monetized 
benefits  assessed  in  this  RIA  include 
increased  recreational  fishing,  increased 
commercial  fishing,  improved  aesthetic 
quality  of  waters  near  the  platform,  and 
benefits  to  threatened  or  endangered 
species  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 
Recreational  fishing  benefits  may  be 
realized  because  (a)  regulations  may 
change  perceptions  about  the  risk  to 
health  posed  by  fish  caught  near  the 
platforms,  thus  encouraging  recreational 
fishing  near  the  rigs  and  increasing 
fishing  values;  (b)  to  the  extent  anglers 
perceive  that  water  quality  near  the 
platforms  has  improved,  ffiey  may  fish 
more  often  near  me  platforms  thus 
increasing  their  participation;  and  (c) 
reduced  discharges  may  improve  the 
ecosystem  in  a  way  that  enhances  the 
fishery.  Fm  example,  reduced  pollutant 
concentrations  would  positively  affect 
lower-level  organisms  in  the  fb^  chain, 
improve  reproductive  success,  increase 
the  ability  to  avoid  predation  and 
improve  growth. 

Since  (Mta  are  not  available  to 
evaluate  these  h3rpotheses,  EPA.has  not 
predicted  potential  recreational  fishing 
benefits.  However,  if  the  regulatimis  do 
have  a  positive  impact  on  recreation, 
then  the  benefits  of  inqrroved 
recreational  fishing  could  be  substantial. 
For  example,  even  a  0.1  percmt  increase 


in  recreational  value  would  increase 
recreational  fishing  benefits  by  about 
$12  to  $14  million. 

Non-use  benefits  associated  with 
improved  water  quality  could  be 
potentially  significant  In  freshwater 
settings,  studiee  show  that  such  benefits 
were  no  less  than  50  percent  of  the 
associated  recreational  values. 

The  regulation  may  also  have  a 
beneficial  effect  on  two  federally- 
designated  endangered  ^lecies— -the 
Kemp’s  Ridley  Turtle  and  the  Brown 
Pelican — that  use  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  as 
part  of  their  habitat 

The  commercial  fishery  in  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  is  a  vital  component  of  the 
regional  ecixiomy.  While  there  are  data 
to  suggest  correlation  between  oil  and 
gas  extraction  activities  and  fisheries 
catch  statistics,  definitive  causal 
relationships  cannot  be  developed. 
However,  indirect  impacts  on  the  size  or 
composition  of  the  fishery,  or  on 
consumer  demand  for  Gulf  fishery 
products,  may  generate  commercial 
fishery  bmefits. 

B.  Drilling  Fluids  and  Drill  Cuttings 

The  water  quality  analysis  is 
performed  for  water  column  and 
sediment  pore  water  quality  impacts 
using  mean  seawater  leachability  (with 
mean  leach  percentages  experimentally 
derived  in  seawater  medium).  Water 
quality  impacts  and  benefits  are 
projected  for  23  pollutants  representing 
average  subcategory-wide  drilling 
discharges. 

The  estimated  human  health  benefits 
for  the  BAT  and  N^S  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  limitations  are  in  the 
range  of  $28  to  $104  million  (for 
seawater  leach)  compared  to  a  projected 
incremental  annualized  cost  of  $19 
million  (in  1991  dollars  for  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  only)  (Table  11)  based  on  the 
combined  quantified  average  risk 
reduction  associated  with  consumption 
of  fish  and  shrimp  contaminated  by  lead 
and  arsenic  from  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  discharges.  An  additional 
reduction  in  human  health  risk  from  the 
subsistence  fishing  near  the  platforms  is 
also  anticipated  but  could  not  be 
quantified  by  this  RIA. 

Tabte  1 1  .—Incremental  Annuauzeo 
Benerts  and  Costs  for  Drilling 
Fluids  and  Cuttings  BAT/NSPS  Op- 

T10HS 

(lAMons  of  1991  doWant^gBTyeaf;  Gulf  of  Mexico 


Ragutaloiy  option 

Anneal  bene¬ 
fits* 

Annual 

cost 

3  MHe  GuWCA^ . . 

928.1-4103.6 

$18.8 
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Table  11.— Incremental  Annualized 
Benefits  and  Costs  for  Drilunq 
Fluids  and  Cuttings  BAT/NSPS  Op¬ 
tions— Continued 

(MiMons  oH  1991  yean  GuN  of  Mexico 


Reguiatofy  option 

Annual  bene- 
Ms^ 

Annual 

cost 

8  Mite  GuN/3  MHe  CA 

28.5-104.7 

33.1 

Zero  Discharge  GuHACA  . 

30.0-110.5 

142.4 

■ReiatNe  to  baseline  of  current  practice. 
^Regulatory  optran  selected  tor  this  rule. 


C.  Produced  Water 

The  water  quality  analysis  is 
performed  for  water  coliunn  water 


quality  impacts.  Water  quality  impacts 
and  benefits  are  projected  for  29 
pollutants  representing  average 
subcategory-wide  produced  water 
discharges. 

The  estimated  human  health  benefits 
for  the  BAT  limitations  of  the  final  rule, 
based  on  the  quantified  average  risk 
reduction  associated  with  the 
consumption  of  platform-contaminated 
fish  for  three  carcinogens  (arsenic, 
benzene.  ben2K)(a)pyrene)  and  one 
systemic  toxicant  (lead),  are  estimated 
to  range  firom  $30,000  to  $123,000, 
versus  a  projected  incremental 
annualiz^  cost  of  $102  million  in  the 
first  year  that  declines  to  zero  in  the 


15th  year  (in  1991  dollars  for  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico  only)  (Table  12).  The 
estimated  human  health  benefits  for  the 
NSPS  limitations  (based  on  the  same 
pollutants)  are  estimated  to  range  from 
$39,000  to  $162,000,  versus  a  cost  of  $1 
million  in  the  first  year  that  rises  to  $13 
million  in  the  15th  year  (in  1991  dollars, 
for  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  only)  (Table  13). 
An  additional  reduction  in  human 
health  risk  due  to  subsistence  fishing 
near  the  oil  and  gas  platforms  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  region  is  also  anticipated 
but  could  not  be  quantified  by  this  RIA. 


Table  12.— Incremental  Benefits  and  Costs  for  Produced  Water  BAT  Options 

[MiMons  of  1991  dollars  per  yean  GuN  of  Mexico  only] 


Regulatoiy  option 

Annual  benefits* 

Annualized  cost 

In  year  1 

AnnuaNzed  cost 
in  year  15 

Flotation  AN^  . . . . 

$0,030-50.123 

$102.2 

0.0 

Zero  3  Miles  GuN  and  Alaska* . 

0.20-1.42 

123.8 

0.0 

Zero  Discharge  GuN  and  Alaska* . . 

0.54-2.78 

7303 

0.0 

■Relative  to  baseline  of  currenf  practice. 

^Regulatory  option  selected  tor  this  rule. 

■  Benefits  associated  vMtb  controlling  R8-226  and  Ra-228  are  considered  only  tor  options  that  include  zero  dtecharge. 


Table  13.— Incremental  Benefits  and  Costs  for  Produced  Water  NSPS  Options 

[MiMons  of  1991  dollars  per  yean  GuN  of  Mexico  only] 


Regulatory  option 

Annual  benefits* 

Annualized  cost 
Inyearl 

Annualized  cost 
In  year  IS 

Flotation  AN  . . . . . . ; . . . . 

$0.039-$0.16 

0.30-1.5 

$0.9 

3.9 

13.4 

Zero  3  uses  GuN  arvf  Alaska* . 

57.7 

Zero  Discharge  GuN  and  Alaska* . . . . . . . . . 

0.S5-2J 

25.0 

375.5 

■Relative  to  baseline  of  current  practice. 

^Regulatory  option  selected  tor  this  nile. 

■Benefits  associated  vsth  controlling  Ra-226  and  Ra-228  are  considered  only  lor  options  that  include  zero  discharge. 


XVI.  Public  Participation  and  Summary 
of  Responses  to  Major  Comments 

Public  participation  in  the 
development  of  the  effluent  limitations 
guidelines  and  standards  for  this 
industry  has  been  extensive. 

Throu^out  the  development  of  this 
regulation.  EPA  has  made  numerous 
documents  available  to  the  public  for 
comment  and  has  held  public  meetings 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  information 
and  receiving  information  and  views 
from  many  individuals  and 
organizations. 

llie  public  comment  period  for  the 
1985  proposal,  set  originally  for  three 
months,  was  extended  to  provide  a  total 
of  six  months  for  comment.  Partly  in 
response  to  these  comments  and  partly 
to  incorporate  supplemental  data,  EPA 
modified  its  data  base,  methodologies 
and  regulatory  approaches  and 
discussed  these  changes  in  a  Notice  of 
Availability  and  request  for  comments 
on  October  21, 1988  (53  FR  41356).  The 
comment  period  for  this  Notice  of 


Availability,  originally  set  for  six  weeks, 
was  subsequently  extended  to  provide  a 
total  of  three  months  for  comment. 

On  November  26. 1990  (55  FR  49094), 
EPA  published  a  proposal  and 
reproposal  presenting  additional 
modifications  to  the  data  base  and 
changes  to  methodologies  and 
regulatory  approaches.  A  one  month 
comment  period  was  provided  for  this 
proposal. 

On  March  13. 1991  (56  FR  10664), 
EPA  published  a  subsequent  proposal 
describing  the  November  1990  proposal 
in  greater  detail  and  setting  forth 
additional  technical,  economic, 
environmental,  and  other  information 
relating  to  the  establishment  of  effluent 
guidelines  and  standards  for  the 
ofrshore  subcategory.  The  comment 
period  for  this  proposal  was  originally 
set  for  one  month.  EPA  subsequently 
extended  the  comment  period  for  the 
majority  of  the  proposal  by  an 
additional  month,  with  several  key 
issues  extended  to  provide  a  total  of 


three  months  to  comment.  In  response 
to  the  notices  and  proposals  discussed 
above,  EPA  received  145  submissions  of 
comments  and  data  firom  industry, 
government,  environmental  and  other 
groups,  and  individuals.  These 
submissions  comprise  over  5,000  pages. 

Throughout  this  rulemaking,  EPA  has 
not  only  welcomed  the  submission  of 
comments,  but  also  solicited  data  that 
could  be  used  to  supplement,  correct,  or 
fill  gaps  in  EPA’s  data  base.  Where 
adequately  documented  data  of 
sufficient  quality  were  submitted.  EPA 
used  the  data  along  with  other  data  it 
had  collected.  EPA  believes  that  it  has 
made  all  reasonable  efforts  to  obtain 
public  input  on  this  rule. 

Included  in  the  record  for  this  rule  is 
a  large  response  to  comments  document. 
The  sheer  volume  of  comments 
precludes  the  publication  of  EPA’s 
responses  to  all  of  them  in  this 
preamble.  EPA  has  discussed  and 
responded  to  some  comments  earlier  in 
this  preamble.  Other  comments  are 
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responded  to  in  the  separate  response  to 
comments  document  mentioned  above. 
Finally,  the  various  data  compilations, 
editing,  and  other  information 
contained  in  the  record  for  this  rule 
address  (and  in  some  instances  were 
obtained  or  acquired  specifically  for  the 
purpose  of  addressing)  the  public 
comments. 

A.  Cadmium  and  Mercury  BAT  and 
NSPS  Umitations  for  Drilling  Fluids  and 
Drill  Cuttings 

Comment:  Several  commenters 
expressed  opposition  to  establishing 
BAT  and  NSPS  limitations  on  cadmium 
and  mercury  in  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  wastestreams  at  1  mg/kg  each, 
as  measured  in  the  whole  drilling  fluid. 
The  commenters  cited  data  indicating 
that  the  geologic  formation  can  act  as  a 
contributor  of  cadmium  to  the  drilling 
fluid,  and  recommended  establishing 
the  metals  limits  in  the  stock  barite 
rather  than  “end-of-pipe.”  Some 
industry  commenters  suggested  a  stock 
barite  limitation  of  3  mg/kg  cadmium 
and  1  mg/kg  mercury,  while  others 
suggested  a  limit  of  5  mg/kg  cadmium 
and  3  mg/kg  mercury  in  the  stock  barite. 

Response:  EPA  agrees  that  the 
limitations  on  cadmium  and  mercury 
should  be  set  in  the  stock  barite.  The 
final  BAT  and  NSPS  limits  for  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  include 
limitations  on  cadmium  and  mercury  at 
3  mg/kg  and  1  mg/kg  (dry  weight), 
respectively,  in  the  stock  barite.  This  is 
not  an  effluent  limit  to  be  measured  at 
the  point  of  discharge,  but  a  standard 
pertaining  to  the  metals  content  of  the 
barite  used  to  formulate  drilling  fluids. 
Compliance  with  the  limitation  would 
involve  the  use  of  barite  fi'om  sources 
that  either  do  not  contain  these  metals 
or  contain  the  metals  at  levels  below  the 
limitation. 

EPA  has  analyzed  data  fi'om  the 
American  Petroleum  Institute’s  Fifteen 
Rig  Study.  In  this  study,  samples  of  drill 
cuttings,  used  drilling  fluid,  and  barite 
from  a  number  of  drilling  sites  were 
sampled  for  metals  content.  Results  of 
EPA’s  statistical  analysis  indicate  that 
some  cadmium  present  in  the  drilling 
fluids  came  fiom  a  source  other  than  the 
barite. 

Establishing  the  final  metals 
limitations  on  the  stock  barite,  rather 
than  “end-of-pipe”  in  the  whole  drilling 
fluid  at  the  point  of  discharge,  is 
consistent  with  EPA’s  original  intent  for 
control  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings.  EPA’s  technology  basis  for 
limits  on  metals  content  in  drilling 
wastes  has  always  been  product 
substitution  of  “clean”  barite  sources 
containing  low  levels  of  impurities  as  a 
substitute  for  “dirty”  barite  with  higher 


concentrations  of  impurities.  In  section 
VII.B  of  the  preamble,  EPA  discusses 
why  the  limits  selected  for  the  final  rule 
are  available  and  economically 
achievable. 

B.  Clearinghouse  Approach  for 
Controlling  Toxicity  of  Drilling  Wastes 

Comment:  Several  industry 
commenters  have  stated  that  EPA 
should  use  a  “clearinghouse”  approach 
to  control  toxicity  for  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings,  rather  than  establish 
“end-of-pipe”  toxicity  limits.  Instead  of 
measuring  compliance  through  bioassay 
of  drilling  wastes,  a  clearinghouse 
approach  would  project  the  cumulative 
toxicity  of  the  drilling  fluids  and 
additives  in  advance  based  on  mud 
formulation. 

Response:  In  the  1985  proposal,  one 
of  the  options  proposed  for  limiting  the 
discharge  of  muds  was  referred  to  as  the 
“Clearinghouse/Toxicity  Approach”  (50 
FR  34592).  The  clearinghouse  concept  is 
based  on  the  fact  that  operationally 
satisfactory  drilling  fluids  can  be 
formulated  by  substituting  less  toxic 
constituents.  Under  a  clearinghouse 
concept,  a  list  of  effective  muds  that 
could  be  discharged  fiom  offshore 
operations  would  be  compiled.  The 
generic  drilling  fluid  concept  was 
developed  in  1978  when  EPA  instituted 
a  joint  testing  program  for  various 
formulations  for  operations  in  the 
Atlantic  Ocean  lease  sale  areas.  EPA 
Region  2  and  the  Offshore  Operators 
Committee  (OOC)  conducted  the  Mid- 
Atlantic  Bioassay  Program  which 
identified  eight  water-based  drilling 
fluid  types  (generic  fluids)  that 
encompassed  virtually  all  types  of 
drilling  fluids  in  use  at  the  time.  The 
generic  fluids  were  then  bioassayed 
once  as  an  alternative  to  having  the 
participating  operators  perform  bioassay 
and  chemical  tests  every  time  a 
discharge  occurred.  To  allow  for  the  use 
of  acceptable  additives  in  drilling 
operations,  EPA  and  the  OOC  also 
developed  the  concept  of  an  “approved” 
additives  list.  An  operator  could  submit 
bioassay  data  on  a  mud  containing  a 
particular  additive  to  EPA  for  review.  If 
EPA  “approved”  the  additive,  operators 
were  then  allowed  to  discharge  the 
generic  fluid  types,  including  certain 
approved  specialty  additives 
(“additives”),  without  conducting 
additional  testing  (50  FR  34603).  Other 
EPA  Regions  used  the  results  fiom  the 
generic  fluids  testing  in  permits  issued 
for  Outer  Continental  Shelf  (OCS)  lease 
areas,  and  the  1985  proposal  also 
contained  another  option  (Option  1,  50 
FR  34607)  which  limited  toxicity  to 
30,000  ppm  for  the  suspended 


particulate  phase  (SPP)  based  on  the 
results  of  bioassay  pro^m. 

In  the  1985  proposal.  Option  2 — 
Clearinghouse  Approach  discussed  the 
establishment  of  a  national 
clearinghouse  to  be  administered  by 
EPA.  Under  this  option,  EPA  would 
serve  as  a  repository  for  all  toxicity  and 
related  physical  and  chemical 
characteristics  of  base  drilling  fluid 
formulations  and  additives.  The 
information  would  be  used  by  the 
public  and  operators  for  use  in  selecting 
fluid/additive  formulations  that  would 
likely  comply  with  the  established 
toxicity  reflations  (50  FR  34608). 

EPA  Region  10  later  issued  several 
NPDES  general  permits  (Bering  and 
Beaufort  Seas  (49  FR  23734,  June  7, 

1984)  Norton  ^und  (50  FR  23578,  June 
4. 1985),  Cook  Inlet/Gulf  of  Alaska  (51 
FR  35460,  October  3, 1986),  Chukchi 
Sea  and  Beaufort  Sea  II  (53  FR  37846, 
September  28, 1988))  in  which  the 
discharge  of  certain  additives  was 
authorized  without  further  bioassay 
testing  if  discharged  in  generic  drilling 
muds.  In  all  of  its  permits.  Region  10 
authorized  the  discharge  of  certain 
muds  and  a  variety  of  specialty 
additives  listed  on  tables  in  the  permits. 
When  operators  needed  to  use  muds  or 
additives  not  directly  authorized  on  the 
tables.  Region  10  evaluated  available 
bioassay  data  and  authorized  discharge 
(or  not)  based  on  its  BPJ  estimate  of  the 
cumulative  toxicity  for  the  proposed 
discharge.  Region  10  often  required 
bioassay  of  the  discharged  muds/ 
additives  at  maximum  (discharge) 
concentrations  in  order  to  obtain 
hioassay  data  that  represented  practical 
product  concentrations  and  actual 
discharge  toxicity.  Region  lO’s  approach 
was  based  on  additivity  (meaning  that 
the  toxicity  of  the  whole  drilling  fluid 
could  be  estimated  based  on  the  toxicity 
of  the  constituents)  because  there  were 
no  other  practicable  ways  in  which  to 
address  available  bioassay  data. 

In  the  1985  proposal  (50  FR  34592) 
and  the  1991  proposal  (56  FR  10664), 
EPA  rejected  the  Clearinghouse  option 
based  on  the  time  required  to  develop 
such  a  program,  and  the  complexity  of 
managing  such  a  program  on  a  national 
level.  Although  EPA  has  received 
comments  in  favor  of  a  clearinghouse 
approach  to  fluids/additive  discharge 
authorization,  several  important  reasons 
remain  that  support  rejection  of  this 
regulator  option. 

First,  ^A^s  NPDES  permitting 
program  (section  402  of  the  Act)  is 
based  on  point  of  discharge  (“end-of- 
pipe”)  accountability.  While  bioassays 
of  drilling  wastes  to  be  disposed  of  are 
an  established  measure  of  compliance 
with  “end-of-pipe”  toxicity  limits,  a 
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clearinghouse  approadi  would  leouire 
the  cumulative  toxicity  of  the  fluids  and 
additives  to  be  projected  in  advanoe. 
These  advance  estimates  would  have  to 
be  performed  for  each  discharge  of 
drilling  fluids  by  hundreds  of  offshore 
wells  annually.  Whether  EPA  performs 
the  estimates  or  industry  submits  them 
for  Agency  review,  because  of  the  large 
numtor  of  drilling  operations  in  the 
oflshore  subcategory  the  administraticm 
of  such  a  program  would  be  complex 
and  would  place  a  huge  administrative 
burden  on  the  Agency.  Compounding 
this,  EPA  would  he  required  to  maintain 
a  data  base  with  up-toAlate  information 
on  fluids  and  additives,  provide 
resources  to  track  the  data,  and  respond 
to  challenges  to  clearinghouse 
determinations. 

Althou^  it  has  been  demonstrated 
that  the  clearinghouse  systems  can  be 
effective  on  a  small  scale,  EPA  has 
reservations  regarding  the  feasibility  of 
a  nationwide  program.  *Ihe  success  of 
the  Regicm  10  program  is  due,  in  large 
part,  to  the  relatively  small  number  of 
wells  drilled  in  the  past  and  estimated 
for  the  future.  (The  projected  number  of 
new  drillings  for  the  R^ion  10  offshore 
area  is  12  per  year).  A  national 
clearinghouse  program  involving  over 
700  new  drillings  per  year  and  requiring 
maintenance  and  updating  of  a  database 
containing  information  on  numerous 
additives  and  fluids  combinations 
would  be  much  more  difflcult  to 
manage  and  would  place  an  enormous 
burden  on  the  Agency 

For  these  reasons,  &A  rejected  the 
clearinghouse  option  as  a  component  of 
nationally  applicable  regulations: 
however,  this  would  not  necessarily 
preclude  EPA  Regions  from  using  a 
clearinghouse  approach  in  permits  as  a 
means  of  implementing  the  toxicity 
limits  in  the«  regulatimis.  if 
appropriate. 

C.  Synthetic  Drilling  Fluids 

Comment:  Several  industry 
commenters  noted  recent  developments 
in  formulating  new  drilling  fluid 
systems  (e.g.  vegetable  oils,  synthetic 
hydrocarbon-bai^  fluids,  polyolefins) 
as  substitutes  for  the  traditional  water- 
based  and  oil-based  (diesel  or  mineral 
oil)  drilling  fluids.  Industry  commenters 
contend  that  the  new  drilling  fluids  are 
potentially  much  less  toxic  than  many 
of  the  more  traditional  drilling  fluids 
currently  in  use.  However,  the  newer 
fluids  are  not  being  used  because  they 
are  costly  and  because  they  are  likely  to 
cause  a  discoloration  on  the  receiving 
waters.  This  discoloraticm  may  be 
interpreted  as  a  "sheen"  which  is  the 
mechanism  specified  for  detmToining 
compliance  with  the  existing  BPT  li^t 


and  the  BCT  and  BAT  limits  and  NSPS 
est^lished  in  this  rule  fat  no  discharge 
of  free  oil  from  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings.  The  newer  fluids  may  cause  a 
sheen  even  where  there  has  been  no 
discharge  of  diesel  or  mineral  oil  or 
hydrocarbons  from  the  well.  In  other 
words,  the  static  sheen  test  cannot 
distinguish  between  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  containing  these  newer 
drilling  fluids  and  drilling  fluids  and 
drill  cuttings  cxmtaminat^  by  diesel  oil, 
mineral  oil,  or  formation  hydrocarbons. 
For  these  reasons,  industry  commenters 
further  contend  that  these  newer 
drilling  fluids  should  be  exempt  from 
compliance  with  the  no  free  ou 
limitation  required  by  these  effluent 
limitations  and  NSPS. 

Response:  EPA  disagrees  with  the 
commenters'  assertion  that  certain 
drilling  fluids  should  be  exempted  from 
the  BCT  and  BAT  limitations  and  NSPS 
established  in  this  rule  prohibiting 
discharge  of  free  oil  in  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  as  determined  by  the 
static  sheen  test.  The  technology  basis 
for  the  no  free  oil  requirement,  onshore 
treatment  and/or  disposal  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  is  applicable  to 
all  drilling  fluid  systems  and  prevents 
discharge  of  substantial  quantities  of 
conventional,  non-conventional  and 
priority  pollutants.  The  prohibition  on 
discharge  of  free  oil  was  originally 
establiwed  imder  BPT  to  prevent 
discharges  of  drilling  waste 
contaminated  with  diesel  oil,  mineral 
oil,  or  formation  hydrocarbons  to 
surface  waters.  Since  mineral  oil  or 
diesel  oil  is  occasionally  added  to  a 
drilling  fluid  system  to  enhance 
lubricity  or  as  a  pill  to  free  stuck  pipe, 
or  hydrocarbons  from  the  formation  may 
enter  the  drilling  fluid  system  during 
drilling  operations  through  oil-bearing 
geologic  strata,  the  prohibition  on 
discharges  of  free  oil  remains  an 
appropriate  limitation  for  discharge  of 
drilline  fluids  and  drill  cuttings. 

While  EPA  agrees  that  some  of  the 
newer  drilling  fluids  with  non-mineral 
oil  or  non-diesel  oil  bases  may  be  less 
toxic  and  more  readily  biodegradable 
than  many  of  the  drilling  fluids 
currently  in  use,  EPA  is  concerned  that 
there  is  no  method  for  determining 
compliance  with  the  no  free  oil  standard 
to  replace  the  static  sheen  test.  In  other 
words,  if  EPA  were  to  exclude  certain 
fluids  firom  the  requirement,  there 
would  be  no  way  to  determine  if  at  that 
particular  facility,  diesel  oil,  mineral  oil 
or  formation  hydrocarbons  were  also 
being  discharged. 

At  the  same  time,  EPA  wants  to 
encourage  development  of  less  toxic 
drilling  fluid  sub^itutes  or  drilling 
fluids  with  a  higher  degree  of 


biodegradability  if  an  alternative 
method  can  be  developed  to  distinguish 
between  discharge  of  diesel  oil,  min«el 
oil,  or  formation  hydrocarbons  in 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  from 
discharges  of  these  newer  drilling 
fluids.  ^A  solicits  data  on  altnnative 
ways  to  differentiate  between  these  two 
kinds  of  discharges,  including  gas 
chromatography  or  other  analvtical 
methods.  EPA  also  solicits  inrormation 
on  technological  issues,  related  to  the 
use  of  these  newer  fluids  (e.g.,  under 
what  geological  conditions  and  for  what 
part  of  the  drilling  operations  can  these 
newer  drilling  fluids  be  used),  any 
toxicity  data  or  biodegradation  data  on 
these  newer  fluids,  and  (X)St 
information.  EPA  will  consider  this 
information,  and  if  appropriate,  issue 
guidance  on  use  of  the  static  sheen  test 
for  distinguishing  these  newer  drilling 
fluids  from  mineral  oil-based  fluids, 
diesel  oil-based  fluids  or  formation 
hydrocarbons.  Also,  if  appropriate,  EPA 
may  propose  alternative  analytical 
methods  or  undertake  other  rulemaking 
to  address  this  issue. 

EPA  acknowledges  that  the  current 
Gulf  of  Mexico  general  permit  prohibits 
the  discharge  of  inverse  emulsion 
drilling  fluids,  which  are  defined  as  oil- 
based  drilling  fluids  which  also  contain 
a  large  amount  of  water.  EPA  solicits 
information  on  whether  newer  drilling 
fluids  should  be  considered  inverse 
emulsion  fluids  and  what  effect  the 
current  permit  prohibition  on  discharge 
of  inverse  emulsion  fluids  will  have  on 
the  ability  to  discharge  newer,  non¬ 
petroleum  oil-based  synthetic  fluids  if 
they  pass  the  static  sheen  test,  along 
with  the  other  limitations  applicable  to 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings. 

D.  Non-Water  Quahty  Environmental 
Impacts — Drilling  Wastes 

EPA  received  several  comments 
regarding  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  associated  with 
the  limitations  on  discharges  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings.  These 
comments  related  primarily  to  the 
volumes  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  that  would  need  to  be  disposed 
and  the  number  of  vessels  available  to 
transport  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  to  shore  fcH'  disposal. 

Comment:  EPA  received  comments 
suggesting  that  the  assessment  of  non¬ 
water  quality  environmental  impacts 
(and  any  regulatory  determination  based 
on  these  impacts)  should  be  based  on 
drilling  waste  volumes  which  result 
from  operators  using  enhanced  solids 
control  systems.  The  commenter 
contend^  that  by  basing  drilling  waste 
volume  estimates  on  enhanced  solids 
control  systems,  the  volume  of  drilling 
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wastes  requiring  onshore  disposal  (as 
well  as  the  necessary  boat  trips  and 
associated  energy  usage  and  air 
emissions)  would  be  substantially 
reduced. 

Response:  EPA  believes  that  it  made 
a  reasonable  estimate  of  the  quantity  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  that 
would  be  required  to  be  disposed  of 
onshore  under  the  rule.  EPA’s  estimate 
of  the  volume  of  drilling  waste 
generated  offshore  is  based  on  actual 
discharge  data  and  is  demonstrative  of 
the  fairly  high  level  of  solids  control 
enmloyed  offshore. 

Solids  control  equipment  is  used  by 
the  industry  to  remove  drill  cuttings  and 
minimize  the  buildup  of  drilled  solids 
in  the  drilling  fluid  system.  In  addition 
to  enhtmcing  drilling  fluid  properties, 
by  minimizing  solids  buildup  in  the 
mud  system  the  operator  can  reduce  the 
extent  to  which  dilution  of  the  drilling 
fluid  is  required.  All  drilling  operations 
utilize  solids  control  equipment  to  some 
degree  and  the  efficiency  of  the  system, 
in  determining  the  extent  to  whi^ 
dilution  is  required,  affects  the  volume 
of  drilling  wastes  generated.  A  relatively 
low  efficiency  (40  percent)  solids 
control  system  requires  a  substantial 
level  of  dilution  in  order  to  maintain 
proper  mud  system  properties. 
Intermediate  level  of  efficiency  (about 
60  percent),  in  providing  greater  solids 
removal  finm  the  mud  system, 
substantially  reduces  the  level  of 
dilution  required  for  the  mud  system 
and  reduces  the  volume  of  drilling 
wastes  generated.  The  intermediate 
level  system  will  result  in  an  increased 
volume  of  drill  cuttings  and  a  decreased 
volume  of  drilling  fluids.  (While  the 
total  drilling  waste  volume  is  reduced 
because  of  the  reduced  dilution,  a 
portion  of  drilled  solids  discharged 
along  with  drilling  fluids  in  low 
efficiency  solids  control  systems  will  be 
removed  by  the  higher  efficiency  solids 
control  and  included  with  the  drill 
cuttings  wastes.) 

Finmly,  closed-loop  solids  control 
systems  can  provide  approximately  80 
percent  solids  removal  efficiency, 
further  reducing  the  overall  drilling 
waste  volume  (the  drill  cuttings  volume 
would  increase,  but  the  drilling  fluid 
volume  decreases  by  a  greater  amount.) 
While  the  closed-loop  system  provides 
volume  reductions  over  the 
intermediate-level  system,  the 
volumetric  reductions  in  waste 
generation  are  not  linearly  proportional 
to  the  solids  control  efficiency.  As  a 
result,  operators  gain  significantly 
greater  reductions  in  drilling  waste 
volumes  in  going  from  low  efficiency  to 
intermediate  level  solids  control 
equipment  than  achieved  in  going  from 


intermediate-level  equipment  to  closed 
loop  systems. 

In  developing  the  final  rule,  EPA 
considered  solids  control  equipment 
practices  used  in  the  offshore  oil  and 
gas  industry.  In  evaluating  the  potential 
for  enhanced  solids  control  systems  to 
reduce  drilling  waste  volumes  (and  thus 
reduce  non-water  quality  environmental 
impacts),  EPA  reviewed  industry 
literature  and  solids  control  equipment 
currently  used  in  offshore  drilling 
situations  and  data  on  solid  removal 
efficiencies.  Based  on  the  limited  data 
available,  EPA  has  determined  that  the 
offshore  oil  and  gas  industry,  while  not 
using  the  highest  efficiency  solids 
control  systems  available,  is  in  general 
using  a  fairly  high  level  of  solids  control 
in  drilling  operation. 

While  most  platforms  and  drilling  rigs 
may  have  a  basic  level  (relatively  low 
efficiency)  of  solids  control  equipment 
permanently  installed,  it  is  common 
industry  practice  for  lease  owners/ 
operators,  in  contracting  with  the 
service  firms  providing  drilling  services, 
to  require  some  level  of  enhanced  solids 
control  equipment  to  be  used.  EPA  used 
industry  data  on  drilling  waste 
discharges,  (for  which  solids 
information  was  imavailable)  in 
conjunction  with  theoretical  estimate  of 
drilling  waste  volumes  (calculated  from 
the  theoretical  hole  volume  and  use  of 
solid  control  equipment  with  differing 
efficiencies),  to  determine  that  waste 
volumes  generated  in  the  offshore 
subcategory  are  demonstrative  of  a  fairly 
high  solids  control  efficiency. 

A  factor  to  be  considered  in  offshore 
operations  is  whether  available  space 
exists  on  the  platform  or  mobile  drilling 
rig  to  support  installation  of  higher 
efficiency  solids  control  equipment.  In 
onshore  and  coastal  areas,  drilling 
operations  typically  are  not  severely 
limited  in  terms  of  equipment  space.  (In 
coastal  regions,  additional  equipment 
can  often  be  added  on  the  drilling  barge 
or  an  additional  barge  brought  to  the 
drilling  site.)  Offshore,  however, 
operators  must  balance  the  benefits  of 
adding  additional  solids  control 
equipment  with  the  need  to  reserve 
space  on  the  platform  or  drilling  rig  for 
storage  of  drill  cuttings  boxes.  If  the 
available  space  for  storage  of  drill 
cuttings  boxes  becomes  too  limiting, 
additional  boat  trips  to  remove  the  drill 
cuttings  are  required  if  interruptions  to 
the  drilling  operation  are  to  be 
prevented.  Also,  installing  higher- 
efficiency  solids  control  equipment 
produces  a  greater  drill  cuttings  volume, 
further  limiting  drilling  operations. 
(While  the  drilling  fluid  volume  is 
decreased,  a  corresponding  space 
availability  does  not  result  since  the 


muds  are  stored  in  tanks  which  have  a 
smaller  “footprint”,  or  siuface  area 
requirement.  Operators  are  limited  in 
the  extent  to  which  cuttings  boxes  may 
be  stacked.)  Operators  may  retrofit 
additional  platform  space  on  platforms 
or  mobile  drilling  rigs;  however,  in 
some  cases  such  moiffifications  may  not 
be  feasible  and  in  any  case  would  m 
made  upon  economic  consideration  of 
modification  costs  and  onshore  waste 
disposal  costs. 

In  evaluating  the  impact  of  enhanced 
solids  control  equipment  drilling  waste 
volumes  requiring  onshore  disposal, 

EPA  used  its  estimates  of  current 
industry  practice,  platform  addition 
costs,  and  onshore  disposal  costs  to 
assess  the  potential  for  operators  to 
further  enhance  their  solids  control 
systems.  EPA  was  limited  in  this 
analysis  by  the  lack  of  facility-specific 
data  regarding  the  installed  solids 
control  equipment.  Because  the  industry 
is  already  using  a  fairly  high  level  of 
solids  control  (limiting  the  extent  to 
which  benefits  could  be  realized 
through  further  efficiency  increases), 
facility-specific  data  is  lacking,  and 
because  ffie  selection  of  the  type  of 
solids  control  system  used  at  a 
particular  drilling  location  depends  on 
site-specific  drilling  conditions  and 
economic  variables,  EPA  was  unable  to 
determine  the  extent  to  which  the 
industry  would  implement  higher- 
efficiency  solids  control  systems.  To  the 
extent  that  higher-efficiency  solids 
control  equipment  may  be  utilized, 
some  reduction  in  the  total  drilling 
waste  volumes  generated  could  be 
realized.  Considering  the  fairly  high 
level  of  efficiency  already  implemented 
offshore,  such  volume  reductions  would 
not  likely  be  significant.  Thus,  EPA 
believes  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  estimated  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  effluent 
limitations  and  NSPS  would  not  change 
significantly  with  implementation  of 
higher-efficiency  solids  control 
equipment. 

Comment:  EPA  also  received 
comments  opposed  to  the  comment 
above,  that  drilling  waste  volumes  were 
understated  and  that  additional  boat 
trips  would  be  necessary. 

Response:  EPA  reassessed  drilling 
waste  volumes  in  developing  the  final 
rule  in  response  to  public  comments. 
The  projected  volumes  of  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  generated  in  the 
offshore  subcategory  have  changed 
slightly  since  proposal  due  to  revisions 
in  calculations  of:  (1)  The  average  well 
depth,  based  on  an  expanded  set  of 
drilling  data:  (2)  the  typical  depth  of  a 
deep  well  (deep  wells  generate  greater 
waste  volumes  than  shallow  wells 
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because  of  the  footage  drilled  and  the 
larger  diameter  bor^ole  used);  and  (3) 
the  percentage  of  all  vrells  drilled 
greater  than  the  average  industry 
offshore  well  depth.  The  methodology 
used  to  calculate  the  drilling  waste 
volumes  is  unchanged  from  the 
proposal.  In  estimating  the  volume  of 
drilling  waste  generate  requiring 
onshore  disposal,  EPA  revised 
downward  projections  of  the  usage  of 
oil-based  drilling  fluids.  This  downward 
revision  reduces  the  volume  of  drilling 
waste  requiring  onshore  disposal. 
Howevw,  the  decrease  in  onshore 
disposal  by  this  revision  is  oflset  by  the 
updated  assumption  of  greeter  numbers 
of  deep  wells  and  the  voliune  increase 
associated  %vith  these  vralls.  For  these 
reasons,  EPA  believes  that  the  projected 
waste  volumes  presented  in  section  Vn 
of  this  preamble  and  the  Development 
Document  are  accurate  estimates  of  the 
volume  of  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  requiring  onshcna  disposal. 

Comment:  Some  commenters 
contended  that  EPA’s  assumption 
regarding  the  number  of  vessels 
necessary  bx  transporting  the  driving 
wastes  was  an  over-estimate.  A 
commenter  to  the  rule  disputed  EPA's 
1991  projections  of  the  number  of 
supply  boats  needed  to  transport 
drilling  wastes  to  shore.  This 
comments  claimed  that  EPA 
inappropriately  estimated  drilling  waste 
volumes,  overestimated  the  numbm*  of 
dedicated  supply  boats  needed,  and 
failed  to  consider  the  potential  for  using 
regularly  scheduled  supply  boats  to 
carry  drilling  wastes  to  shore.  The 
commenter  claimed  that  the  drilling 
wastes  could  be  brought  to  shore  by 
regularly  sdieduled  supply  boats  and 
that  EPA  was  double-counting  the 
number  of  boat  trips  needed. 

EPA  also  received  opposing 
comments.  One  commenter  claimed  that 
there  are  no  vessels  (barges)  configured 
and  certificated  to  carry  mlfield  wastes 
authorized  to  operate  in  offshore  waters, 
and  noted  the  improbability  of 
modifying  the  open  hopper  barge  design 
often  used  in  inland  wasters.  Some 
commenters  contended  that  there  were 
insufficient  vessels  available  to 
transport  the  drilling  wastes  to  shore. 

Response:  EPA  strongly  disagrees 
with  the  contention  that  vessels  are 
unavailable  for  oflshore  service.  EPA 
estimates  that  approximately  760,000 
barrels  per  year  of  drilling  wastes  are 
transpc^ed  from  drilling  «tes  in  the 
offshore  category  to  the  shore  for 
disposal  in  oi^r  to  comply  with  the 
current  6PT  and  NPEffiS  permit 
limitations.  These  wastes  ue 
transported  to  shme  by  off^ore  aervioe 
vess^,  typically  supply  boats.  The 


population  of  service  vessels  available 
to  transport  ofl'shore  drilling  wastes  is 
difficult  to  determine;  however, 
estimates  regarding  the  number  of 
vessels  and  the  increased  requirements 
resulting  from  this  rule  can  Ira  made. 

As  discussed  above,  supply  boats 
make  frequent  visits  to  drilling  and 
production  sites  throu^out  the  offshore 
subcateg(My.  Service  vessel  usage  at 
o^iore  fadlities  may  be  as  high  as  two 
supply  boats  per  day  and  two  crew 
boats  per  day  during  the  exploration 
and  development  phases.  In  general, 
service  vessels  make  three  trips  per 
week  to  exploration  and  development 
operations  and  one  trip  per  week  to 
production  platforms.  (^A  projects 
future  wells  in  the  of&hore  subcategory 
to  be  drilled  at  the  average  annual  rate 
of  about  760  wells  per  year.  There  are 
currently  approximately  2,550 
production  platforms  in  the  offshore 
subcategory.)  MMS  data  show  that  there 
were  25,000  service  vessel  trips  to 
support  oil  and  gas  related  activities  on 
the  OCS  (federal  waters  tmly)  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  in  1988.  These  data  do 
not  differentiate  between  types  of 
vessels:  however,  it  does  provide  some 
indication  regarding  the  l^t  population 
and  level  of  activity.  EPA  estimates  that 
transporting  drilling  wastes  to  shore  in 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
this  rule  vrill  result  in  an  increase  of 
about  740  service  vessel  trips  per  year. 
(See  the  Development  Document  and 
record  for  this  rule.) 

EPA  disagrees  with  the  contention 
that  the  number  of  boats  needed  have 
been  double-counted,  and  also  does  not 
agree  that  drilling  wastes  could  be 
brought  to  shore  exclusively  by 
regularly  scheduled  supply  boats.  In 
projecting  the  number  of  boat  trips 
required  and  associated  non-water 
Quality  environmental  impacts,  EPA 
determined  that  both  dedicated  and 
regularly  scheduled  supply  boats  will  be 
us^  to  transport  drilling  wastes  to 
shore.  In  the  early  stages  of  drilling  a 
well,  drill  cuttings  are  generated  at  sut^i 
a  rate  and  in  sufficient  quantity  that 
platform  storage  space  can  be  a  limiting 
factor  end  dedicated  boats  are  needed  to 
collect  the  wastes  and  prevent 
interruptions  to  the  drilling  program.  As 
waste  ^neration  rates  decline  (drilling 
rates  define  and  the  well  diameter 
becomes  smaller  as  depth  increases), 
dedicated  boats  are  unnecessary  and 
regularly  scheduled  supply  boats  are 
used  to  transport  the  drilling  wastes  to 
shore.  At  die  end  of  drilling,  a  dedicated 
supply  boat  is  again  typically  needed  to 
remove  the  bulk  drilling  fluid  remaining 
in  the  system. 

Comment:  Some  commenters  stated 
that  there  was  insufficient  onshore 


disposal  capacity  available  to  receive 
drilling  wastes  generated  offshore. 

Response:  In  this  final  rule,  EPA 
updated  estimates  of  the  onshore 
disposal  capacity  for  oilfield  wastes. 

The  onshore  disposal  capacity  was 
estimated  on  a  regional  basis  in 
developing  the  November  1990  and 
March  1991  proposals.  These  regional 
estimates  were  updated  subsequent  to 
the  proposal  and  identified  current 
permitted  capacity  near  the  coast,  the 
volumes  of  oilfield  wastes  currently 
treated  by  those  sites,  and  the  “excess" 
disposal  capacity  available  to  accept 
additional  waste  volumes.  The 
projections  of  onshore  disposal  capacity 
are  discussed  in  more  detail  in  section 
vn  of  this  notice  and  the  Development 
Document.  EPA  ccmcludes  that  there  is 
adeouate  onshore  di^osal  capacity 
available  to  accept  offshore  drilling 
wastes  requiring  onshore  disposal  under 
this  rule. 

E.  Toxicity  Limitation  for  Drilling  Fluids 
and  Drill  Cuttings 

Comment:  Numerous  comments  were 
received  concerning  the  proposed 
toxicity  limitation  for  drilling  fluids  and 
cuttings.  Some  commenters  argued  that 
the  limit  was  too  stringent,  while  one 
commenter  argued  that  the  limit  was  not 
stringent  enough.  Most  of  the  comments 
relat^  to  the  original  proposal  in  1985 
to  limit  discharges  of  drilling  fluids  to 
only  those  fluids  that  complied  with  a 
toxicity  limitation  for  the  suspended 
particulate  phase  (SPP)  of  30,000  ppm 
(3  percent  of  volume).  Drill  cuttings 
discharges  were  to  be  controlled  by 
prohibiting  the  discharge  of  free  oil. 
Because  of  the  adherence  of  drilling 
fluids  to  the  cuttings  during  the  drilling 
operation,  however,  the  toxicity 
limitation  for  drill  cuttings  was 
included  in  the  1991  proposal. 
Commenters  to  the  1991  proposal  raised 
the  same  or  similar  issues  either 
specifically  describing  them  in  their 
1991  comments  or  by  reference  to  their 
1985  comments.  In  general,  industry 
comments  objected  to  the  use  of  a 
toxicity  limitation  as  being  too  stringent. 
Specifically,  industry  commenters  said 
EPA  had  not  demonstrated  a  correlation 
between  toxicity  and  the  amount  of 
pollutants  present  in  the  drilling  fluids 
waste  stream,  had  not  verified  with 
actual  field  data  that  the  30,000  ppm 
(SPP)  limits  can  be  adiieved 
consistently  in  actual  drilling 
operations,  and  had  not  demonstrated 
that  the  limit  can  be  met  by  drilling 
fluids  which  are  necessary  to  drill  safely 
and  effectively  on  the  outer  continmital 
shelf.  Industry  commenters  also  raised 
issues  concerning  the  toxicity  test 
protocol  and  the  lade  of  quantified 
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environmental  benefits  resulting  from 
imposition  of  the  toxicity  limitation. 

On  the  other  hand,  one  commenter 
stated  that  die  1991  proposed  toxicKy 
limits  of  30,000  ppm  (SPP)  were  not 
stringent  enough.  The  commenter  stated 
that  the  30,000  ppm  (SPP)  limit  on  mud 
toxicity  is  clearly  not  BAT  Md  not  even 
BPT.  This  commenter  also  raised 
questions  concerning  use  of  a  toxicity 
test  which  does  not  take  into  account 
solid  phase  toxicity  and  chronic 
toxicity,  including  cumulative  and 
sublethal  effects.  A  toxicity  limitation  of 
100,000  ppm  (SPP)  instead  of  30,000 
ppm  (SPP)  was  recommended  if  EPA  set 
a  toxicity  limit  rather  than  establishing 
a  zero  discheage  requirement.  This 
recommendation  was  based  on  a  draft 
Environmental  Assessment  Report 
(1982)  citing  data  summarizing  415 
toxicity  tests  of  68  muds  using  70 
species  from  an  unspecified  number  of 
platforms.  Because  44  percent  of  the 
data  for  the  generic  muds  exhibited 
toxicity  values  greater  than  100,000 
ppm  (SPP),  the  commenter 
recommended  EPA  raise  the  toxicity 
limitation  to  a  miniminn  toxicity 
limitation  of  100,000  ppm. 

Response:  Specific  responses  to  the 
individual  comments  related  to  the 
30,000  ppm  (SPP)  toxicity  limitation  are 
contained  in  the  response  to  comments 
document  for  this  final  rule.  A  summary 
of  the  major  portions  of  these  responses 
is  contained  in  this  section  of  the 
preamble.  This  summary  describes- the 
basis  for  the  30,000  ppm  (SPP) 
limitation,  the  appropriateness  of  the 
use  of  this  limitation  for  all  drilling 
activities  and  the  suitability  of  the 
toxicity  test  method.  In  addition,  an 
analysis  of  the  economic  impact  of  these 
limitations  is  discussed  further  in 
section  XIV  of  the  Preamble,  the 
Economic  Impact  Analysis,  and  the 
record  for  the  rule.  A  summary  of 
comments  concerning  the 
environmental  benefits  or  lack  thereof  is 
not  contained  in  this  section,  but  the 
individual  comments  are  addressed  in 
the  comment  response  document  and 
the  environmental  assessment 
conducted  under  Executive  Order 
12291,  which  is  described  in  section  XV 
of  this  Preamble. 

Compliance  with  the  toxicity 
limitation  is  based  on  the  technologies 
of  (1)  product  substitution  of  lower 
toxicity  water-based  or  synthetic 
drilling  fluids  for  higher  toxicity  drilling 
fluids  and  (2)  transport  to  shore  for 
ultimate  land  disposal  of  drilling  wastes 
(fluids  and  cuttings)  that  do  not  meet 
the  toxicity  limits  established  by  these 
regulations.  As  required  by  the  CWA, 
BAT  limitations  are  to  be  based  on  the 
best  available  technology  and  be 


economically  achievable.  NSPS  are  to 
reflect  the  greatest  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  which  the  Administrator 
determines  to  be  achievable  through 
application  of  the  best  demonstrated 
control  technology,  taking  cost  into 
consideration.  Piquet  substitution  and 
transport  to  shore  if  the  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  to  be  dispos^  of  will 
not  meet  applicable  effluent  limitations 
or  NSPS,  are  the  best  available  and  best 
demonstrated  technologies  for 
controlling  the  discharge  of  toxic  and 
nonconventional  pollutants  associated 
with  the  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
cuttings  wastestreams. 

In  response  to  industry  comments  that 
the  limit  is  too  stringent,  EPA  disagrees. 
EPA  has  determined  that  the  toxicity 
limitation  meets  the  statutory  criteria  for 
BAT  and  NSPS.  EPA  believes  that  the 
30,000  ppm  toxicity  limit  on  drilling 
fluids  is  technologically  achievable 
because  industry  has  b^n  operating 
under  NPDES  permits  imposing  such  a 
limit  since  at  least  1986  (General  Permit 
for  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico,  51  FR  24897).  As 
discussed  further  below,  the  eight 
generic  drilling  fluids  have  properties 
that  make  them  applicable  to  almost  all 
drilling  situations.  Also,  as  discussed 
below,  where  more  toxic  drilling  fluids 
are  necessary,  barging  is  available  and 
adequate  landfill  disposal  capacity 
exists  to  dispose  of  the  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  on  shore. 

With  respect  to  the  comment  that  a 
toxicity  limitation  of  30,000  ppm  (SPP) 
is  too  lenient,  the  commenter  argued 
that  the  toxicity  limit  (based  on  the  most 
toxic  of  eight  drilling  fluids)  establishes 
a  least  common  denominator,  rather 
than  the  highest  common  denominator 
demanded  by  the  statutory  definition  of 
BAT  and  NSPS.  EPA  disagrees. 

In  looking  at  how  to  apply  a  product 
substitution  approach,  ^A  worked 
with  industry  to  identify  water-based 
generic  drilling  fluids  that  are 
applicable  to  almost  all  drilUng 
situatiems.  Drilling  fluids  are  complex 
mixtures  of  chemical  constituents 
formulated  to  meet  the  individual 
requirements  of  each  well.  Many  of  the 
chemicals  have  numerous  functions  in 
thd  drilling  fluids;  however,  individual 
chemicals  usually  have  a  primary 
function.  Important  functions  which  are 
performed  by  the  drilling  fluids  are:  the 
removal  of  drilled  solids  (cuttings)  from 
the  bottom  of  the  hole  to  the  surface 
where  they  are  removed;  the  lubrication 
and  cooling  of  the  drill  bit  and  string; 
the  depositing  of  an  impermeable  layer 
(wall  cake)  on  the  well  bore  hole  wall 
to  seal  the  formation  being  drilled;  the 
control  of  downhole  pressure;  the 
holding  of  drill  cuttings  in  sus|>ension 


within  the  fluid  when  circulation  of  the 
fluid  is  interrupted;  the  support  of  part 
of  the  weight  of  the  drill  bit  and  string; 
and  the  transmitting  of  hydraulic 
horsepower  to  the  (bill  bit. 

Drilling  fluids  are  usually  dense 
colloidal  slurries  which  have  several 
phases  (generally  a  water  phase  and  a 
solid  phase,  some  also  have  an  oil  phase 
or  a  gas  phase).  The  water  phase  may 
range  fium  fresh  to  saturated  salt 
mixtures.  The  fluids  start  with  the  water 
phase  and  (day.  either  bentemite  or 
attapulgite  clay.  All  of  the  generic  fluids 
except  one  use  one  or  the  other  of  these 
clays.  The  one  fluid  composition  which 
does  not  use  either  of  these  clays  is  the 
generic  mud  type  #1,  Seawater/ 
Potassium/Polymer  Mud.  This  mud  uses 
potassium  chloride  starch  and  a 
cellulose  polymer.  The  use  of  these 
components  in  generic  mud  type  #1  is 
necessary  bec:ause  of  the  loose  shale 
conditions  often  encountered  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexica  The  potassium  chloride 
functions  as  a  shale  control  additive,  the 
cellulose  polymer  functions  as  a  filtrate 
reducer  and  shale  controllw  and  the 
starch  functions  as  a  filtrate  reducer. 
Both  of  these  functions  are  important  in 
keeping  fluids  from  the  mud  system 
from  entering  the  formation  and  keeping 
the  formation  from  collapsing  into  the 
hole. 

The  clays  used  in  the  drilling  fluids 
(either  bentonite  or  attapulgite)  are  very 
hydrophilic  and  form  the  basis  of  a 
vis(x>us  gel.  As  drilling  continues, 
drilled  clays  (from  the  ft)rmation)  may 
thichen  the  drilling  fluid,  thus  requiring 
thinners  and  dispersant  to  be  added  to 
control  flow  or  rheological 
characteristics  of  the  fluid.  These 
rheological  properties  involve  the 
viscosity  and  gel  strength  of  the  fluid, 
and  are  important  in  determining 
frictional  pressure  losses  (lubricity),  and 
the  ability  of  the  fluid  to  lift  (nittings  to 
the  surface.  A  number  of  constituents 
(or  additives)  are  used  as  dispersants  or 
thinners,  sucih  as  the  lignosulfonates, 
lignite,  phosphates  and  plant  tannins. 
Several  of  the  generic  mud  types  used 
in  the  toxicity  limitation  testing 
contained  these  constituents  (Mud 
Types  #2,  #3,  #7,  and  #8). 

Additional  constituents  must  be  used 
in  many  drilling  situations.  These 
include  barite,  a  weighting  agent,  which 
controls  downhole  pressure  by  raising 
the  density  of  the  fluid  system; 
bentonite,  starch  or  other  compounds, 
which  control  fluid  loss  by  building  a 
filter  (oke  on  the  wall  of  the  bore  hole; 
and  various  constituents  for  lubricity, 
plugging  holes  in  the  formation  which 
cause  loss  of  the  entire  drilling  fluid 
slurry,  and  bi(x:ides  to  control  bacterial 
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growth  which  can  interfere  with  the 
drilling  and/or  production  activity. 

Commenters  identified  numerous 
examples  of  the  need  for  various 
compositions  or  types  of  fluids,  generic 
or  specialty,  in  order  to  drill  in  the 
different  formation  characteristics 
encoimtered  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  in 
particular. 

For  example,  if  an  inefiective  shale 
stabilizer  is  us^.  there  could  be  severe 
hole  problems  which  would  cause 
increased  drilling  time  and  possible  loss 
of  the  well;  if  the  composition  limits  the 
amount  of  barite  to  that  of  the  highest 
barite  content  in  any  of  the  generic 
muds,  high  pressure/high  tempierature 
drilling  opierations  routinely 
encountered  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  could 
not  be  conducted;  and  the  use  of  KCl 
(potassium  chloride)  muds  for  water 
sensitive  shale  formation  control, 
although  sporadic,  are  essential. 

Because believes  that  drilling 
fluids  exhibiting  the  characteristics  of 
the  eight  generic  fluids  are  necessary  for 
industry  to  conduct  drilling  operations 
in  almost  all  drilling  situations.  EPA 
needed  to  set  the  compliance  limit 
based  on  the  most  toxic  of  these  eight 
fluids.  EPA  recognizes  that  even  with 
product  substitution,  with  the  limit  set 
at  30,000  ppm  (SPP),  there  will  be  some 
instances  in  which  the  most  toxic  of  the 
generic  fluids  or  a  more  toxic  drilling 
fluid  or  additive  is  needed  to  conduct 
drilling  operations.  The  need  for 
additional  lubricity,  or  the  need  to 
stabilize  the  well  bore  hole,  particularly 
in  drilUng  through  heavy  shale 
formations  are  examples  of  the 
situations  in  which  ^A  believes  the 
use  of  constituents  or  additives  may 
require  the  drilling  wastes  to  be 
transported  to  shore  due  to  failure  to 
comply  with  the  30,000  ppm  (SPP) 
toxicity  limitation.  Thus,  in  these 
instances,  transporting  the  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  to  shore  would 
be  the  technology  basis  for  compliance 
with  the  limit  instead  of  product 
substitution. 

In  response  to  the  comments  that  the 
30,000  ppm  (SPP)  limitation  is  too 
lenient,  ^A  obtained  the  reported 
toxicity  values  of  used  drilling  fluids 
and  cuttings  from  monitoring  required 
by  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  General  Permit 
(Permit  No.  GM280000)  and  several 
general  p)ermits  firom  Oflshore  Alaska 
(Permit  Nos.  AKG284100,  AKG288000, 
AKG283000.  and  AKG785000).  Then 
EPA  reviewed  the  distribution  of  these 
data.  The  available  data  do  not  include 
the  level  of  information  (described 
below)  necessary  to  determine  if  the  less 
toxic  drilling  fluids  used  to  result  in 
lower  effluent  toxicity  could  be  used  to 
address  the  myriad  of  drilling  situations 


encoimtered  in  the  field.  Also,  the 
probability  distribution  of  the  results 
does  not  follow  any  of  the  commonly 
used  parametric  distributions  such  as 
the  normal  or  lomormal  distribution. 
Thus,  EPA  could  not  determine  whether 
the  less  toxic  results  could  be  related  to 
some  operational  characteristics,  nor 
could  &A  extrapolate  such  a 
relationship  bas^  on  these  data. 

Althou^  the  data  show  that  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  do  have  toxicity 
values  higher  (less  toxic)  than  30,000 
ppm  (SPP),  EPA  cannot  establish  a  more 
stringent  limit  based  on  this  information 
for  a  number  of  reasons.  First,  the  data 
represent  the  drilling  fluids  that  have 
b^n  discharged.  Thus,  while  the  data 
indicate  how  fiequently  the  drilling 
fluid  discharges  meet  the  30,000  ppm 
(SPP)  limit,  l^A  does  not  have  firm 
information  about  the  amount  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  that  are  planned 
to  be  barged  to  shore  (not  discharged) 
because  the  operator  knows  the  30,000 
ppm  (SPP)  toxicity  limit  cannot  be  met. 
S^ond,  EPA  does  not  know  what 
complete  drilling  fluid  composition  was 
used  in  each  case  where  we  have 
toxicity  data.  Thus,  EPA  does  not  know 
whether  a  particular  fluid  composition 
that  gave  lower  toxicity  results  could  be 
used  in  most  drilling  situations.  Third, 
EPA  does  not  have  enough  information 
about  the  specifics  of  the  drilling 
situation  (meaning  the  formation 
geology  and  what  part  of  the  drilling 
process  was  occurring)  corresponding  to 
each  toxicity  data  point.  Thus.  EPA  does 
not  know  wnether  the  particular  fluid 
compositions  that  gave  lower  toxicity 
results  represents  &e  myriad  of  actual 
drilling  situations  that  occur  in  the 
field.  For  these  reasons,  EPA  is 
uncertain  about  why  certain  drilling 
fluids  showed  a  toxicity  less  than 
30,000  ppm  (SPP),  but,  unless  EPA  has 
data  about  the  applicability  of  those 
fluids  to  drilling  needs  across  the 
subcategory.  EPA  does  not  believe  that 
a  more  stringent  limit  has  been  shown 
to  be  available  technology  for  BAT 
limits  or  demonstrated  available 
technology  for  NSPS  limits. 

In  response  to  the  comment  citing 
data  used  in  the  Environmental 
Assessment  (1982),  EPA  does  not 
believe  that  this  data  is  useful  for 
purposes  of  establishing  an  effluent 
limitation.  At  the  outset,  the  cited  data 
were  used  to  demonstrate  toxic  effects 
to  aquatic  organisms  from  discharges  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  rather 
than  to  set  an  effluent  limitation. 
Further,  all  of  the  same  problems 
discussed  above  regarding  the  use  of 
monitoring  data  (e.g.,  not  knowing  what 
fluid  resulted  in  what  effluent  toxicity, 
what  geological  formation  was  being 


drilled,  emd  what  phase  of  drilling  was 
occurring)  also  applies  to  this  data. 
Finally  EPA  cannot  use  this  data  to 
specify  a  toxicity  limit  because  it  is  not 
possible  to  relate  the  data  from  many 
different  species  to  a  single  species 
bioassay  upon  which  the  30,000  ppm 
SPP  limit  is  based. 

The  toxicity  limitation  is  analogous  to 
a  daily  maximum  limitation  required 
under  this  and  other  effluent  sidelines. 
Such  limitations  include  an  allowance 
for  reasonable  treatment  system 
variability  that  provides  for  variation  in 
operating  conditions  expected  at  well- 
operated  facilities.  Operationally, 
ninety-ninth  percentile  estimates, 
determined  through  statistical  analyses 
of  performance  data,  are  used  as  the 
basis  for  daily  maximum  limitations. 

The  Agency  believes  that  such 
limitations  provide  suffleient  allowance 
for  variation  in  normal  operations. 

While  the  permit  monitoring  data  are 
not  the  same  type  of  data  typically  used 
to  develop  effluent  guidelines  (because 
we  do  not  know  what  drilling  fluid  was 
used,  what  type  of  geology  was 
encountered,  and  what  part  of  the 
drilling  process  was  occurring,  among 
other  things,  see  discussion  above),  the 
percentage  of  toxicity  data  that  are  more 
toxic  than  the  30,000  ppm  (SPP)  limit  is 
approximately  one  percent  no  matter 
how  the  combined  data  from  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  and  Alaska  Regions  are 
analyzed.  Thus,  a  review  of  these  data 
shows  that  the  30,000  ppm  (SPP) 
toxicity  limit  based  on  a  product 
substitution  approach  is  similar  to  the 
approach  EPA  generally  takes  in 
establishing  meOcimum  daily  limitations. 

In  addition,  EPA  has  considered  that, 
in  the  absence  of  a  reliable  estimate  of 
the  number  of  facilities  that  could 
comply  with  a  more  stringent  limitation, 
there  would  be  an  unknown  amount  of 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  not 
meeting  the  limitation  that  would  need 
to  be  transported  to  shore. 

In  Alaska,  transport  to  shore  on  a 
regular  basis  is  not  technologically 
achievable  because  of  the  special 
climate  conditions  that  make  transport 
from  platforms  to  shore  and  ground 
transportation  on  shore  infeasible 
during  extended  periods  of  time;  in 
addition  there  is  a  lack  of  available  land 
disposal  sites.  For  these  reasons,  EPA 
excluded  Alaska  from  the  zero- 
discharge  requirement  applicable  to 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  within 
three  miles  from  shore. 

In  other  regions,  such  a  limit  would 
increase  the  amount  of  non-water 
quality  environmental  impacts  in 
addition  to  those  already  imposed  by 
the  three-mile  zero  discharge 
requirement  for  drilling  fluids  and  drill 
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cuttings.  Any  increase  in  the  toxicity 
limit  would  have  an  unknown  increase  . 
in  the  amount  of  air  emissions  and 
energy  use  from  transporting  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  to  shore,  and  an 
increase  in  the  amount  of  drilling  fluids 
and  drill  cuttings  that  would  ne^  to  be 
disposed  of  in  land  disposal  sites. 

In  short,  because  EPA  does  not  have 
sufficient  information  to  know  if  a  more 
stringent  toxicity  limit  would  be  feasible 
for  drilling  needs  across  the  subcategory 
and  because  EPA  does  not  know  what 
effect  a  more  stringent  toxicity  limit 
would  have  on  non-wat«’  quality 
environmental  impacts,  in  the  final  rule, 
EPA  is  setting  the  toxicity  limit  at 
30,000  ppm  (SPP),  a  level  which  EPA 
knows  to  be  feasible  without  interfering 
unreasonably  with  drilling  operations 
and  which  does  not  result  in 
unacceptable  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts. 

Industry  comments  have  asserted  that 
the  EPA  to3ucity  test  is  not  suitable  for 
compliance  monitoring  of  an  effluent 
guideline.  These  comments  are  not 
correct.  The  toxicity  test  for  drilling 
fluids  is  suitable  b^use  the  test 
demonstratively  measures  the  acute 
toxicity  for  the  drilling  fluid  and 
multiple  tests  on  the  same  toxic 
substance  show  a  spread  of  toxicity 
values  about  an  average  toxicity  value. 
One  term  for  the  spread  of  values 
around  the  average  toxicity  value  is 
variability.  Variability  fcH'  this  test  is 
estimated  in  Variability  Study  of  the 
EPA  Toxicity  Test  for  Drilling  Fluids: 
Statistical  Analysis  (1993).  Qven  that 
there  are  variability  issues  associated 
with  any  measurement  test,  these 
properties  of  the  toxicity  test  are 
allowed  for  in  setting  the  effluent 
guidelines  limitation  by  using  the  EPA 
toxicity  test  to  measure  the  toxicity  of 
samples  from  a  model  “system”  of  eight 
generic  drilling  fluids.  Since  precision 
and  accuracy  are  inherent  components 
of  the  toxicity  test  and  are  therefore 
inherent  in  the  data  that  result  from  the 
test,  these  factors  are  entrained  in  the 
subsequent  calculations  performed  to 
develop  effluent  limitations  from  those 
data.  That  adequate  variability  was 
allowed  for  in  this  procedure  is 
demonstrated  by  the  high  percentage, 
greater  than  90  percent  of  ofrshore  wells 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  that  complied 
with  this  limitation  as  a  permit 
requirement  in  the  years  1984  to  1991. 

ePA  also  notes  that  the  30,000  ppm 
SPP  toxicity  limit  has  been  impost  as 
a  requirement  in  the  general  permits  for 
the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  (OSC)  in  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  since  1986.  lliis  limit 
was  upheld  in  NRDC  v.  EPA.  863  F.2d 
1420  (9th  Cir.  1988).  A  pre-approval 
sy.stem  based  on  this  limit  was  imposed 


in  two  graieral  permits  (or  the  Bering 
and  Beaufort  Sms  in  1984  and  was 
upheld  in  API  v.  EPA,  787  F.2d  965  (5th 
Qr.  1986). 

F.  Static  Sheen  Test 
Comment:  Several  areas  addressed  by 
the  comments  received  on  the  static 
sheen  test  concerned  the  difficulty  and 
expense  of  conducting  the  test,  the 
reproducibility  and  accuracy  of  the  test, 
and  the  need  for  such  a  test  from  the 
environmental  benefits  perspective. 
Commenters  stated  that  the  test  method 
was  not  well  established  nor  cost 
effective  and  results  in  inacciuate 
identifications  of  sheens,  both  false 
positives  and  negatives  (i.e.,  when  no 
nee  oil  is  present  but  is  identified  and 
when  oil  is  present  but  not  identified, 
respectively).  In  addition,  commenters 
criticized  the  Agency  for  not  quantifying 
the  benefits  of  the  test  method,  while 
others  supported  the  method  as  being 
“scientifically  superior”  to  the  visual 
sheen  method  previously  used,  because 
unlike  the  static  sheen  test,  the  visual 
sheen  test  is  used  to  detect  violations 
after  discharge. 

flesponse;  EPA  disagrees  with  the 
comment  that  the  static  sheen  test  is  not 
well  established,  expensive  and  not 
cost-efiective.  The  static  sheen  test, 
described  in  appendix  1  of  the  final 
rule,  is  the  test  method  used  to 
determine  compliance  with  the  no  free 
oil  requirement,  except  for  the  no  free 
oil  requirement  for  deck  drainage.  The 
visual  sheen  test  is  retained  to  measure 
deck  drainage  compliance. 

The  static  sheen  test  differs  from  the 
visual  sheen  test  by  utilizing  samples  of 
the  wastes  to  be  tested  (15  milliliter  or 
IS  gram  (on  a  wet  weight  basis)  quantity 
depending  on  the  type  of  waste) 
introduced  into  a  container  (bucket) 
filled  with  seawater  and  having  a 
specified  surface  area,  rather  than 
visually  looking  at  the  surface  of  the 
receiving  water  for  the  occurrence  of  a 
sheen  after  discharge  of  the  waste.  In  the 
static  sheen  test,  observations  are  made 
no  more  than  one  hour  after  the  waste 
samples  are  added  to  and  dispersed 
upon  the  container  of  seawater. 

EPA  believes  that  the  static  sheen  test 
is  both  established  and  inexpensive  to 
conduct.  The  test  method  contained  in 
the  final  rule  is  based  on  the  method 
proposed  in  1985  (50  FR  34627)  and  has 
been  modified  to  reflect  the  method 
used  in  the  Region  10  general  permits. 
Possible  changes  to  the  1985  proposed 
method  were  noticed  in  the  1991 
proposal  (56  FR  10675),  including  the 
Region  10  method.  The  Region  10 
protocol  was  selected  based  on  results 
of  assessments  that  demonstrate  lower 
false  positives  (56  FR  10676)  and  its  use 


over  a  ten  year  poriod  with  acceptable 
reproducibility.  This  protoccd 
incorporates  a  largw  waste  sample  and 
containor  of  seawater  and  iises  a  more 
detailed  description  of  criteria  for 
determining  whether  a  sheen  exists  or 
not,  than  the  1985  version  of  the  test. 

EPA  believes  this  is  an  improvement 
over  the  1985  version;  however.  EPA 
continues  to  believe  that  the  1985 
version  of  the  test  method  demonstrates 
acceptable  accuracy. 

In  response  to  comments  concerning 
the  benefits  of  the  test,  EPA  believes 
that  a  test  method  that  evaluates  the 
potential  of  a  sheen  prior  to  the  waste 
being  discharged  more  eftectively  meets 
the  intent  of  ffie  CWA.  The  static  sheen 
test  also  eliminates  or  reduces  effects  of 
wave  action,  weather  conditions,  and 
lighting  (sunlight  or  lack  of  lighting) 
which  the  use  of  the  visual  sheen  on  the 
receiving  waters  must  overcome.  While 
EPA  is  not  required  to  assess  the 
environmental  ben^ts  of  a  test  method, 
EPA  notes  that  because  the  static  sheen 
test  can  be  used  in  advance  of  discharge 
to  determine  noncompliance,  it  is 
preferable  from  an  environmental 
standpoint  to  a  test  (like  the  visual 
sheen  test)  that  determines 
noncompliance  only  after  discharge 
occurs. 

G.  Effluent  Guidelines  Resulting  in  a 
"Tah'ng" 

Comment:  One  commenter  argued 
that  EPA  should  assess  the  takings 
implications  of  these  effluent  guidelines 
pursuant  to  Executive  Odw  12630. 
Another  commenter  argued  that  these 
effluent  gmdelines  limitations  could 
result  in  a  “taking.” 

Response:  EPA  mlieves  that  takings 
claims  do  not  apply  to  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  because  the  issue 
arises  only  when  the  guidelines  are 
applied  to  a  particular  property.  In  a 
challen^  to  EPA’s  regulations  of  the 
placer  mining  industry,  a  federal  court 
of  appeals  found  that  a  takings  claim 
was  not  ripe  because  the  guideline  had 
not  yet  been  applied  to  a  particular 
property.  Rybachek  v.  U,S.  EPA,  904 
F.2d  1276  (9th  Qr.  1990). 

XVn.  Best  Management  Practices 

Section  304(e)  of  the  CWA  authorizes 
the  Administrator  to  prescribe  “best 
management  practices”  (BMP’s).  EPA  is 
not  promulgating  BMP’s  for  the  offshore 
subMtegory  at  this  time. 

XVm.  Upset  and  Bypass  Provisions 

A  recurring  issue  of  concern  has  been 
whether  industry  guidelines  should 
include  provisions  authorizing 
ncmcompliance  with  effluent  limitations 
during  periods  of  “upsets”  or 
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"bypasses”.  An  upset,  sometimes  called 
an  "excursion.”  is  an  rmintentional 
noncompliance  occurring  for  reasons 
beyond  the  reasonable  control  of  the 
permittee.  It  has  been  argued  that  an 
upset  provision  is  necessary  in  EPA’s 
emuent  limitations  because  such  upsets 
will  inevitably  occur  even  in  properly 
operated  control  equipment.  Because 
technology  based  limitations  require 
only  what  the  technology  can  armieve, 
it  is  claimed  that  liability  for  such 
situations  is  improper.  When  confronted 
with  this  issue,  courts  have  disagreed  on 
whether  an  explicit  upset  exemption  is 
necessary,  or  whether  upset  incidents 
may  be  handled  through  EPA’s  exercise 
of  enforcement  discretion.  Compare 
Marathon  Oil  Co.  v.  EPA,  564  F.2d  1253 
(9th  Cir.1977),  with  Weyerhaeuser  w. 
Costle,  594  F.2d  1223  (8th  Cir.  1979). 

See  also  Sierra  Club  v.  Union  Oil  Co., 

813  F.2d  1480  (9th  Qr.  1987),  American 
Petroleum  Institute  v.  EPA,  540  F.2d 
1023  (10th  Cir.  1976),  CPC 
International,  Inc.  v.  Train,  540  F.2d 
1320  (8th  Cir.  1976),  and  FMC  Corp.  v. 
Train,  539  F.2d  973  (4th  Qr.  1976). 

A  bypass  is  an  act  of  intentional 
noncompliance  during  which  waste 
treatment  facilities  are  circvunvented 
because  of  an  emergency  situation.  EPA 
has  in  the  past  included  bypass 
provisions  in  NPDES  nermits. 

EPA  has  determinea  that  both  upset 
and  bypass  provisions  should  be 
included  in  NPDES  permits  and  has 
promulgated  permit  regulations  that 
include  upset  and  bypass  permit 
provisions.  See  40  Qlt  122.41.  The 
upset  provision  establishes  an  upset  as 
an  affirmative  defense  to  prosecution  for 
violation  of,  among  other  requirements, 
technology-based  effluent  limitations. 
The  bypass  provision  authorizes 
bypassing  to  prevent  loss  of  life, 
personal  injury,  or  severe  property 
damage.  Consequently,  although 
permittees  in  the  offshore  oil  and  gas 
industry  will  be  entitled  to  upset  and 
bypass  provisions  in  NPDES  permits, 
this  regulation  does  not  addr^  these 
issues. 

XIX.  Variances  and  Modifications 

Once  this  regulation  is  in  effect,  the 
effluent  limitations  must  be  applied  in 
all  NPDES  permits  thereafter  issued  to 
discharges  covered  under  this  effluent 
limitations  guideline  subcategory. 

Under  the  CWA  certain  variances  from 
BAT  and  BCT  limitations  are  provided 
for.  Variances  such  as  301(c)  (Economic 
Achievability  from  BAT)  and  301(g) 
(variance  from  BAT  for  specific  listed 
non-conventional  pollutants)  are  not 
applicable  to  BAT  and  BCT  limitations 
promulgated  in  this  rule  because  there 
are  no  such  limitations  in  this  rule.  A 


section  301(n)  (Fundamentally  Different 
Factors)  variance  is  applicable  to  the 
BAT  and  BCT  limits  in  this  rule. 

Ihe  Fimdamentally  Different  Factors 
(FDF)  variance  considers  those  facility 
specific  factors  which  a  permittee  may 
consider  to  be  uniquely  different  finm 
those  considered  in  the  formulation  of 
an  effluent  guideline  as  to  make  the 
limitations  inapplicable.  An  FDF 
variance  must  be  based  only  on 
information  submitted  to  EPA  during 
the  rulemaking  establishing  the  effluent 
limitations  fix>m  which  the  variance  is 
being  requested,  or  on  information  the 
applicant  did  not  have  a  reasonable 
opportunity  to  submit  during  the 
rulemaking  process  for  these  effluent 
limitations  guidelines.  If  fundamentally 
different  factors  are  determined,  by  the 
permitting  authority  (or  EPA).  to  exist, 
the  alternative  effluent  limitations  for 
the  [>etitioner  must  be  no  less  stringent 
than  those  justified  by  the  fundamental 
difference  from  those  facilities 
considered  in  the  formulation  of  the 
specific  effluent  limitations  guideline  of 
concern.  The  alternative  effluent 
limitation,  if  deemed  appropriate,  must 
not  result  in  non-water  quality 
environmental  impacts  significantly 
greater  than  those  accepted  by  EPA  in 
the  promulgation  of  the  effluent 
limitations  guideline.  FDF  variance 
requests  wiUi  all  supporting  information 
and  data  must  be  received  by  the 
permitting  authority  within  180  days  of 

fmblication  of  the  final  effluent 
imitations  guideline  [Publication  date 
here).  The  specific  regulations  covering 
the  requirements  for  and  the 
administration  of  FDF  variances  are 
found  at  40  CFR  122.21(m)(l),  and  40 
CFR  part  125,  subpart  D. 

XX.  Implementation  of  Limitations  and 
Standanls 

A.  Toxicity  Limitation  for  Drilling  Fluids 
and  Drill  Cuttings 

The  toxicity  limitation  would  apply  to 
any  periodic  blowdown  of  drilling  fluid 
as  well  as  to  bulk  discharges  of  drilling 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  systems.  The 
term  "drilling  fluid  systems”  refers  to 
muds  and  additives  used  during  the 
drilling  of  an  individual  exploration, 
development  or  production  well.  Any 
given  well  may  require  several  types  of 
mud  due  to  changes  in  downhole 
conditions.  As  an  example,  a  well  may 
require  use  of  a  spud  mud  for  the  first 
200  feet,  a  seawater-gel  mud  to  a  depth 
of  1,000  feet,  a  lightly  treated 
lignosulfonate  mud  to  5,000  feet,  and 
finally  a  freshwater  lignosulfonate  mud 
system  to  a  bottom  hole  depth  of  15,000 
feet.  Typically,  bulk  discharges  of  spent 
drilling  fluids  occtir  when  mud  systems 


are  changed  during  drilling  of  or  upon 
completion  of  a  well. 

For  the  purpose  of  self  monitoring 
and  reporting  requirements  in  NPDES 
permits,  it  is  intended  that  only  samples 
of  the  discharged  drilling  fluid  systems 
be  analyzed  in  accordance  with  the 
bioassay  method.  Upon  (or  before) 
discharge  a  mud  system  should  be 
sampled  by  bioassay  to  determine 
toxicity  of  the  discharge.  All  discharged 
muds  should  be  analyzed.  Muds  that  are 
not  discharged  (i.e.,  reinjected  or 
disposed  onshore)  are  not  subject  to  the 
toxicity  limit.  In  the  example  above, 
four  such  samples  and  bioassays  would 
be  required  because  four  discrete  mud 
systems  are  being  discharged. 

For  determining  the  tenacity  of  the 
bulk  discharge  of  mud  used  at 
maximum  well  depth,  samples  may  be 
obtained  at  any  time  after  80%  of  actual 
well  footage  (not  total  vertical  depth) 
has  been  drilled  to  the  end  of  well  (100 
percent  vertical  depth)  and  up  to  and 
including  the  time  of  discharge.  Permit 
writers  have  the  discretion  to  specify 
the  appropriate  point  of  the  well  depth 
within  these  parameters  at  which  the 
end  of  well  sample  will  be  obtained. 

This  would  allow  time  for  a  sample  to 
be  collected  and  analyzed  by  bioassay 
and  for  the  operator  to  evaluate  the 
bioassay  results  so  that  the  operator  will 
have  adequate  time  to  plan  for  the  final 
disposition  of  the  spent  drilling  fluid 
system,  e.g.,  if  the  bioassay  test  is  failed, 
the  operator  could  then  anticipate  and 
plan  for  transport  of  the  spent  drilling 
fluid  system  to  shore  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  effluent  limitation.  However, 
the  operator  is  not  precluded  from 
discharging  a  spent  mud  system  prior  to 
receiving  analytical  results. 

Nonetheless,  the  operator  would  be 
subject  to  compliance  with  the  effluent 
limitations  regardless  of  when  self 
monitoring  analyses  are  performed.  The 
prohibition  on  discharges  of  free  oil  and 
diesel  oil  would  apply  to  all  discharges 
of  drilling  fluid  at  any  time. 

B.  Diesel  Prohibition  for  Drilling  Fluids 
and  Drill  Cuttings 

Diesel  oil  is  prohibited  frt)m  discharge 
frt>m  offshore  oil  platforms.  In  addition 
to  this  prohibition,  drilling  fluids  and . 
drill  cuttings  that  produce  a  sheen  or 
fail  the  toxicity  limitations  cannot  be 
discharged.  There  is,  however,  the 
possibility  that  the  quantity  of  diesel  oil 
in  the  drilling  fluid  or  drill  cuttings  is 
insufficient  to  produce  a  sheen  or 
toxicity  at  a  level  failing  the  limitations. 
Thus,  to  show  compliance  with  the 
diesel  oil  discharge  prohibition,  the 
operator  is  required  to  prove  that  diesel 
oil  is  not  present  in  the  discharge 
material.  This  requirement  has  created 
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the  need  for  measurement  of  “diesel 
oil”. 

As  part  of  this  rulemaking,  EPA  has 
developed  an  analjdical  technique 
capable  of  measuring  diesel  oil  in 
drilling  wastes  and  that  would 
distinguish  diesel  oil  from  mineral  oil, 
crude  oil,  and/or  the  additives  that  are 
also  used  in  drilling  fluids.  Although 
many  different  techniques  have  been 
tested,  there  is  no  single  analytical 
technique  capable  of  unambiguously 
measuring  diesel  oil  in  drilling  mud.  In 
the  March  13, 1991  proposal  notice  (56 
FR  10676),  EPA  identihed  the  EPA 
Method  1651  as  adequate  for  use  in 
identifying  the  presence  of  diesel  oil. 
However,  work  was  continued  on 
alternative  extraction  and  analysis 
techniques  to  simplify  the  operational 
portions  of  the  method  and  enable  better 
identification  of  diesel  oil  in  the 
presence  of  interferences.  As  a  result, 
EPA  has  developed  test  methods  for  the 
measurement  of  the  hydrocarbons 
normally  found  in  oil.  including  the 
polynuclear  aromatic  hydrocarbon 
(PAH)  content  of  the  oil.  Combined, 
these  techniques  can  be  used  to  discern 
diesel  oil  in  the  presence  of  other 
components  likely  to  be  found  in 
drilling  wastes.  This  section  gives  a 
brief  history  of  the  efforts  to  develop  test 
methods  for  the  determination  of  diesel 
oil  in  drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings 
and  a  description  of  test  methods  that 
have  been  developed  to  measure  and 
differentiate  diesel  oil,  mineral  oil,  and 
crude  oil. 

In  late  1990,  the  American  Petroleum 
Institute  (API)  undertook  a  study  of 
extraction  and  determination  steps 
necessary  to  identify  unambiguously 
diesel  oil  in  the  presence  of 
interferences,  and  to  overcome 
difficulties  using  Method  1651.  These 
studies  involved  the  evaluation  of 
alternate  extraction  and  determination 
techniques. 

Extraction  techniques  included 
ultrasonic,  Soxhlet/Dean-Stark,  and 
supercritical  fluid.  Determinative 
techniques  included  high  performance 
liquid  chromatography  with  ultra-violet 
detection  (HPLC/UV),  and  gas 
chromatography  with  flame  ionization 
detection  (GC/FID).  One  device 
combined  extraction  and  determination. 
In  this  device,  the  drilling  waste  sample 
was  placed  in  a  small  chamber  and 
heated  rapidly  to  desorb  the  oil  into  a 
flowing  gas  stream.  The  components  of 
oil  entrained  in  the  gas  stream  were 
separated  by  gas  chromatography,  and 
detection  by  flame  ionization. 

Of  these  devices,  Soxhlet/Dean-Stark 
extraction  provided  the  most  precise 
results  and  the  results  closest  to  true 
value,  and  HPLC/UV  was  found  reliable 


for  determining  polynuclear  aromatic 
hydrocarbons  (PAHs)  in  the  extract. 
Results  of  these  studies  are  summarized 
in  an  April  1992  API  Report,  entitled. 
“Results  of  the  API  Study  of  Extraction 
and  Analysis  Procedures  for  the 
Determination  of  Diesel  Oil  in  Drilling 
Muds”  (the  API  Report),  A  copy  of  the 
API  Report  is  included  in  the  record  for 
the  rulemaking. 

Based  on  the  additional  methods 
work  resulting  from  comments  on  the 
proposed  Method  1651,  EPA  is 
promulgating,  in  addition  to  the  Method 
1651,  a  test  protocol  measuring  the  PAH 
content  by  HPLC/UV  to  demonstrate 
that  the  oil  is  mineral  oil,  and  will  allow 
measurement  of  the  normal 
hydrocarbon  distribution  by  CC/FID  to 
demonstrate  that  the  oil  is  crude  oil. 
However,  EPA  will  not  allow  use  of  the 
total  oil  content  to  demonstrate  that  the 
mud  is  flee  of  diesel  oil. 

EPA  recognizes  that  in  certain  regions 
compliance  with  the  diesel  oil 
prohibition  is  accomplished  by  CC 
analysis  of  end-of-well  samples.  In  other 
regions,  compliance  with  the  diesel 
prohibition  is  accomplished  by  review 
of  well  records  maintained  by  platform 
operators  to  prove  that  diesel  oil  has  not 
been  added  to  the  mud  system.  Both 
methods  of  determining  compliance  are 
acceptable.  However,  in  the  latter  case 
where  the  enforcement  agency  believes 
that  the  well  record  is  in  error  or  has 
been  falsified,  the  authority  may  insist 
that  further  testing  be  conducted  to 
prove  that  diesel  oil  has  not  been  used. 

In  this  further  testing  for  the  presence 
of  diesel  oil,  the  drilling  fluid  or  drill 
cuttings  are  extracted  with  a  solvent  and 
the  amount  of  total  extractable  material 
is  measured.  If  the  material  extracted 
exceeds  the  amount  attributable  to 
additives,  the  material  could  be  diesel 
oil,  crude  oil,  or  mineral  oil,  and  the 
next  phase  of  testing  must  be 
conducted. 

In  this  next  phase,  the  PAH  content  of 
the  oil  in  the  drilling  waste  is 
determined  using  the  HPLC/UV 
Method.  If  the  PAH  content  is  less  than 
that  attributable  to  mineral  oil,  the  mud 
may  be  discharged;  if  greater  than  that 
attributable  to  mineral  oil,  the  oil  could 
be  either  diesel  or  crude  oil.  To 
determine  whether  the  oil  is  diesel  or 
crude,  the  absence  of  n-alkanes  in  the 
diesel  range  or  the  percent  of  C25 — C30 
alkanes  using  the  C^FID  Method  must 
be  used  to  show  that  the  oil  was  crude 
oil  from  the  formation.  If  the  oil  was 
crude  oil,  the  mud  may  be  discharged 
providing  it  meets  the  other  discharge 
limitations  of  the  rule.  Implementation 
of  this  approach  employs  methods 
contained  within  “Methods  for  the 
Determination  of  Diesel,  Mineral,  and 


Crude  Oils  in  Offshore  Oil  and  Gas 
Industry  Discharges"  (EPA  e21-R-92- 
008). 

XXL  Availability  of  Technical 
Information 

The  basis  for  this  regulation  is 
detailed  in  three  major  documents  each 
of  which  in  turn  is  supported  and 
supplemented  by  additional  information 
and  analyses  in  the  rulemaking  record. 
EPA’s  technical  foundation  for  the 
regulation  is  detailed  in  the 
“Development  Document  for  Final 
Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines  and 
New  Source  Performance  Standards  for 
the  Offshore  Subcategory  of  the  Oil  and 
Gas  Extraction  Point  Source  Category” 
(EPA/821-R-93-003)  EPA’s  economic 
analysis  is  presented  in  the  “Economic 
Impact  Analysis  of  Effluent  Limitations 
Guidelines  and  Standards  of 
Performance  for  the  Offshore  Oil  and 
Gas  Industry”  (EPA/821-R-93-004) 
EPA’s  analysis  of  the  monetized  benefits 
of  the  regulation  are  presented  in  the 
“Regulatory  ImpSct  Analysis  of  the 
Effluent  Guidelines  Regulation  for 
Offshore  Oil  and  Gas  Facilities”  (EPA/ 
821-R-93-002).  Detailed  responses  to 
the  public  comments  received  on  the 
proposed  regulation  and  notices  of  data 
availability  are  presented  in  the 
document  entitled  “Response  to  Public 
Comments  on  Effluent  Limitations 
Guidelines  and  New  Source 
Performance  Standards  for  the  Offshore 
Subcategory  of  the  Oil  and  Gas 
Extraction  Point  Source  Category.” 
Additional  information  concerning  the 
economic  impact  analysis  and 
regulatory  impact  analysis  may  be 
obtained  from  Dr.  Mahesh  Podar, 
Engineering  and  Analysis  Division 
(WH-552),  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  401  M  Street,  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20460  or  by  calling 
(202)  260-5387.  Technical  information 
may  be  obtaiined  flom  Mr.  Ronald  P. 
Jordan.  Engineering  and  Analysis 
Division  (WH-552),  at  the  above 
address,  or  by  calling  (202)  260-7115. 
The  public  record  for  this  rulemaking  is 
available  for  review  at  EPA’s  Water 
Docket;  401  M  Street,  SW.;  Washington, 
DC. 

XXII.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(OMB)  Review 

This  regulation  and  the  Regulatory 
Impact  Analysis  were  submitted  to  ffie 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(OMB)  for  review  as  required  by 
Executive  Order  12291.  The  regulation 
does  not  contain  any  information 
collection  requirements. 


12504  Federal  Register  /  Vol.  58,  No.  41  /  Thursday,  March  4,  1993  /  Rules  and  Regulations 


List  of  Subjects  in  40  CFR  Part  435 

Incorporation  by  reference.  Oil  and 
gas  exploration.  Oil  and  gas  extraction. 
Waste  treatment  and  disposal.  Water 
pollution  control. 

Dated:  January  15, 1993. 

William  K.  Keilly, 

Administrator. 

Appendix  to  the  Preamble 

Appendix  A — Abbreviations.  Acronyms,  and 
Other  Terms  Used  in  this  Final  Rule 
Document 

Act — Clean  Water  Act. 

Agency — U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency. 

API— American  Petroleum  Institute. 

BAT— The  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable,  under  section 
304(bM2)(B)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
bbl — baml,  42  U.S.  gallons, 
bpd — barrels  per  day. 

BCT — Best  conventional  pollutant  control 
technology  under  section  304(b)(4)(B). 

BMP — Best  management  practices  under 
section  304(e)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

BOD — Biochemical  oxygen  demand. 

BPT — Best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available,  under  section  404(b)(1) 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Bypass — ^An  act  of  intentional 
noncompliance  during  which  waste 
treatment  fecilities  are  circumvented 
because  of  an  emergency  situation. 

CFR — Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

Qean  Water  Act — Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  AmendnMnts  of  1972  (33 
U.S.C  1251  et  seq.),  as  amended  by  the 
Clean  Water  Act  of  1977  (Pub.  L.  95-217). 
CWA — Clean  Water  Act. 

Direct  discharger — A  facility  which 
discharges  or  may  discharge  pollutants  to 
waters  of  the  United  States. 

DOE — Department  of  Energy. 

DOE/El A — Department  of  Energy,  Energy 
Information  Administration. 

ElA — Economic  Impact  Analysis. 

EPA — U.S.  Envirorunental  Protection 
Agency, 
g— gram. 

COM — Gulf  of  Mexico, 
kg — kilogram. 

LCSO— The  concentration  of  a  test  nuiterial 
that  is  lethal  to  50%  of  the  test  organisms 
in  a  bioassay. 

mg/1 — milligrams  per  liter. 

MMS — Minerals  Management  Service,  U.S. 

Department  of  the  Interior. 

NORM — Naturally  Occurring  Radioactive 
Materials. 

NPDES  Permit — A  National  Pollutant 
Discharge  Elimination  System  permit 
issued  under  section  402  of  the  Qean 
Water  Act. 

NRDC — Natural  Resources  Defense  Council. 
NSPS — New  source  performance  standards 
under  section  306  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
OCS — Outer  Continental  Shelf. 

OOC — Offshore  Operators  Committee. 
POTW — Publicly  Owned  Treatment  Works, 
ppm — parts  per  million. 

Priority  Pollutants — ^The  65  pollutants  and 
classes  of  pollutants  declared  toxic  under 
section  307(a)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 


RCRA — Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act  of  1976  (42  U.S.C  sections  6901- 
6992k).  Amendments  to  Solid  Waste 
Dispo^  Act. 

SPP— Suspended  particulate  phase. 

Spot — ^The  introduction  of  oil  to  a  drilling 
fluid  system  for  the  purpose  of  freeing  a 
stuck  ^11  bit  or  string. 

Upset — An  unintentional  noncompliance 
occurring  frir  reasons  beyond  the 
reasonable  control  of  the  permittee. 

U.S.C — United  States  Code. 

USOG— U.S.  Coast  Guard. 

For  the  reasons  set  out  in  the 
preamble,  40  CFR  part  435  is  amended 
as  set  forth  below: 

PART  435— OIL  AND  GAS 
EXTRACTION  POINT  SOURCE 
CATEGORY 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  part  435 
is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  33  U.S.C  1311,1314, 1316, 

1317, 1318  and  1361. 

2.  40  Q-'R  part  435,  subpart  A  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Subpart  A— Offshore  Subcstegory 

Sec. 

435.10  Applicability;  description  of  the 
offshore  subcategory. 

435.11  Specialized  definitions. 

435.12  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  application  of 
the  best  practicable  control  te^nology 
currently  available  (BPT). 

435.13  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  application  of 
the  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable  (BAT). 

435.14  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  application  of 
the  best  conventional  pollutant  control 
technology  (BCT). 

435.15  Standards  of  performance  for  new 
sources  (NSPS). 

Appendix  1  to  Subpart  A  of  Part  435 — Static 
Sheen  Test 

Appendix  2  to  Subpart  A  of  Part  435 — 
Drilling  Fluids  Toxicity  Test 

Subparl  A— Offshore  Subcategory 

§435.10  Applicrttility;  description  of  the 
offshore  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are 
applicable  to  those  facilities  engaged  in 
held  exploration,  drilling,  well 
production,  and  well  treatment  in  the 
oil  and  gas  extraction  industry  which 
are  located  in  waters  that  are  seaward  of 
the  inner  boundary  of  the  territorial  seas 
(“offohore”)  as  defined  in  section  502(g) 
of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Offshore 
facilities  that  transport  wastes  to 
onshore  or  coastal  locations  for 
treatment  and  disposal  offshore  are 
subject  to  the  regulations  that  are 


applicable  to  the  location  of  where  the 
wastes  are  generated  or  the  wellhead. 
Wastes  transported  from  one 
subcategory  for  subsequent  discharge  in 
another  subcategory  of  the  oil  and  gas 
extraction  point  soiut:e  category  may 
only  be  disposed  of  pursuant  to  a  valid 
NPDES  permit. 

§435.11  Specialized  definition*. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart:  (a) 
Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (b) 
through  (aa)  of  this  section,  the  general 
definitions,  abbreviations  and  methods 
of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part  401 
shall  ^ply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  loe  term  average  of  daily  values 
for  30  consecutive  days  shall  be  the 
average  of  the  daily  values  obtained 
during  any  30  consecutive  day  period. 

(c)  The  term  daily  values  as  applied 
to  produced  water  effluent  limitations 
and  NSPS  shall  refer  to  the  daily 
measurements  used  to  assess 
compliance  with  the  maximum  for  any 
one  day. 

(d)  Tne  term  deck  drainage  shall  refer 
to  any  waste  resulting  from  deck 
washings,  spillage,  rainwater,  and 
runoff  ^m  gutters  and  drains  including 
drip  pans  and  work  areas  within 
facilities  subject  to  this  subpart. 

(e)  The  term  development  facility 
shall  mean  any  fixed  or  mobile  structure 
subject  to  this  subpart  that  is  engaged  in 
the  drilling  of  productive  wells. 

(f)  The  term  diesel  oil  shall  refer  to  the 
grade  of  distillate  fuel  oil,  as  specified 
in  the  American  Society  for  Testing  and 
Materials  Standard  Specification  D975- 
81,  that  is  typically  used  as  the 
continuous  phase  in  conventional  oil- 
based  drilling  fluids.  This  incorporation 
by  reference  was  approved  by  the 
Director  of  the  Federal  Register  in 
accordance  with  5  U.S.C.  552(a)  and  1 
CFR  part  51.  Copies  may  be  obtained 
finm  the  American  Society  for  Testing 
and  Materials,  1916  Race  Street, 
Philadelphia.  PA  19103.  Copies  may  be 
inspected  at  the  Office  of  the  Federal 
Register,  800  North  (Capitol  Street,  NW., 
suite  700,  Washington,  DC. 

(g)  The  term  domestic  waste  shall 
refer  to  materials  discharged  frt)m  sinks, 
showers,  laundries,  safety  showers,  eye¬ 
wash  stations,  hand-wash  stations,  fish 
cleaning  stations,  and  galleys  located 
within  facilities  subject  to  this  subpart. 

(h)  The  term  drill  cuttings  shall  refer 
to  the  particles  generated  by  drilling 
into  subsurface  geologic  formations  and 
carried  to  the  surface  with  the  drilling 
fluid. 

(i)  The  term  drilling  fluid  shall  refer 
to  the  circulating  fluid  (mud)  used  in 
the  rotary  drilling  of  wells  to  clean  and 
condition  the  hole  and  to 
counterbalance  formation  pressure.  A 
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water-based  drilling  fluid  is  the 
conventional  drilling  mud  in  which 
water  is  the  continuous  phase  and  the 
suspending  medium  for  solids,  whether 
or  not  oil  is  present.  An  oil-based 
drilling  fluid  has  diesel  oil,  mineral  oil, 
or  some  other  oil  as  its  continuous 
phase  with  water  as  the  dispersed 
phase. 

(j)  The  term  exploratory  facility  shall 
mean  any  fixed  or  mobile  structure 
subject  to  this  subpart  that  is  engaged  in 
the  drilling  of  wells  to  determine  ^e 
nature  of  potential  hydrocarbon 
reservoirs. 

(k)  The  term  maximum  as  applied  to 
BAT  effluent  limitations  and  NSPS  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  shall 
mean  the  maximum  concentration 
allowed  as  measured  in  any  single 
sample  of  the  barite. 

(l)  The  term  maximum  for  any  one 
day  as  applied  to  BPT,  BCT  and  BAT 
effluent  limitations  and  NSPS  for  oil 
and  grease  in  produced  water  shall 
mean  the  maximum  concentration 
allowed  as  measured  by  the  average  of 
four  grab  samples  collected  over  a  24- 
hour  period  that  are  analyzed 
separately.  Alternatively,  for  BAT  and 
NSPS  the  maximum  concentration 
allowed  may  be  determined  on  the  basis 
of  physical  composition  of  the  four  grab 
samples  prior  to  a  single  analysis. 

(m)  The  term  minimum  as  applied  to 
BAT  effluent  limitations  and  NSPS  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  shall 
mean  the  minimum  96-hour  LC50  value 
allowed  as  measured  in  any  single 
sample  of  the  discharged  waste  stream. 
The  term  minimum  as  applied  to  BPT 
and  BCT  effluent  limitations  and  NSPS 
for  sanitary  wastes  shall  mean  the 
minimum  concentration  value  allowed 
as  measured  in  any  single  sample  of  the 
discharged  waste  stream. 

(n)  The  term  M9IM  shall  mean  those 
offshore  facilities  continuously  manned 
by  nine  (9)  or  fewer  persons  or  only 
intermittently  manned  by  any  number 
of  persons. 

(o)  The  term  MlO  shall  mean  those 
offshore  facilities  continuously  manned 
by  ten  (10)  or  more  persons. 

(p) (l)  The  term  new  source  means  any 
facility  or  activity  of  this  subcategory 
that  meets  the  definition  of  "new 
source”  under  40  CFR  122.2  and  meets 
the  criteria  for  determination  of  new 
sources  under  40  CFR  122.29(b)  applied 
consistently  with  all  of  the  following 
definitions: 

(i)  The  term  water  area  as  used  in  the 
term  “site”  in  40  CFR  122.29  and  122.2 
shall  mean  the  water  area  and  ocean 
floor  beneath  any  exploratory, 
development,  or  production  facility 
where  such  facility  is  conducting  its 


exploratory,  development  or  production 
activities. 

(ii)  The  term  significant  site 
preparation  work  as  used  in  40  CFR 
122.29  shall  mean  the  process  of 
surveying,  clearing  or  preparing  an  area 
of  the  ocean  floor  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing  or  placing  a  development 
or  production  facility  on  or  over  the  site. 

(2)  "New  Source”  does  not  include 
facilities  covered  by  an  existing  NPDES 
permit  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  these  guidelines 
pending  EPA  issuance  of  a  new  source 
NPDES  permit. 

(q)  The  term  no  discharge  of  free  oil 
shall  mean  that  waste  streams  may  not 
be  discharged  when  they  would  cause  a 
film  or  sheen  upon  or  a  discoloration  of 
the  surface  of  the  receiving  water  or  fail 
the  static  sheen  test  defined  in 
Appendix  1  to  40  CFR  435,  subpart  A. 

(r)  The  term  produced  sand  snail  refer 
to  slurried  particles  used  in  hydraulic 
fracturing,  the  accumulated  formation 
sands  and  scales  particles  generated 
during  production.  Produced  sand  also 
includes  desander  discharge  fix)m  the 

reduced  water  waste  stream,  and 
lowdown  of  the  water  phase  from  the 
produced  water  treating  system. 

(s)  The  term  produced  water  shall 
refer  to  the  water  (brine)  brought  up 
from  the  hydrocarbon-bearing  strata 
during  the  extraction  of  oil  and  gas,  and 
can  include  formation  water,  injection 
water,  and  any  chemicals  added 
downhole  or  during  the  oil/water 
separation  process. 

(t)  The  term  production  facility  shall 
mean  any  fixed  or  mobile  structure 
subject  to  this  subpart  that  is  either 
engaged  in  well  completion  or  used  for 
active  recovery  of  hydrocarbons  from 
producing  formations. 

(u)  The  term  sanitary  waste  shall  refer 
to  human  body  waste  discharged  firom 
toilets  and  urinals  located  within 
facilities  subject  to  this  subpart. 

(v)  The  term  static  sheen  test  shall 
refer  to  the  standard  test  procedure  that 
has  been  developed  for  this  industrial 
subcategory  for  the  purpose  of 
demonstrating  compliance  with  the 
requirement  of  no  discharge  of  free  oil. 
The  methodology  for  performing  the 
static  sheen  test  is  presented  in 
Appendix  1  to  40  CFR  435,  subpart  A. 

(w)  The  term  toxicity  as  applied  to 
BAT  effluent  limitations  and  NSPS  for 
drilling  fluids  and  drill  cuttings  shall 
refer  to  the  bioassay  test  procedure 
presented  in  Appendix  2  of  40  CFR  435, 
subpart  A. 

(jg  The  term  well  completion  fluids 
shall  refer  to  salt  solutions,  weighted 
brines,  polymers,  and  various  additives 
used  to  prevent  damage  to  the  well  bore 
during  operations  which  prepare  the 


drilled  well  for  hydrocarbon 
production. 

(y)  The  term  well  treatment  fluids 
shall  refer  to  any  fluid  used  to  restore 
or  improve  productivity  by  chemically 
or  physically  altering  hydrocarbon- 
be^ng  strata  after  a  well  has  been 
drilled. 

(z)  The  term  workover  fluids  shall 
refer  to  salt  solutions,  weighted  brines, 
polymers,  or  other  specialty  additives 
used  in  a  producing  well  to  allow  for 
maintenance,  repair  or  abandonment 
procedures. 

(aa)  The  term  96-hour  LCSO  shall  refer 
to  the  concentration  (parts  per  million) 
or  percent  of  the  suspended  particulate 
phase  (SPP)  from  a  sample  that  is  lethal 
to  50  percent  of  the  test  organisms 
exposed  to  that  concentration  of  the  SPP 
after  96  hours  of  constant  exposure. 

S  435.1 2  Effluent  limitations  guideiines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  application  of 
the  beet  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available  (BPT). 

Except  as  provided  in  40  CTR  125.30- 
32.  any  existing  point  source  subject  to 
this  subpart  must  achieve  the  following 
effluent  limitations  representing  the 
degree  of  effluent  reduction  attainable 
by  the  application  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  available: 


BPT  Effluent  Limitations— Oil  and 
Grease 

[In  mHUgrams  per  Hter] 


Pollutant  parameter 
waste  source 

Maximum 
lor  any  1 
day 

Average 
of  values 
for  30 
consecu¬ 
tive  days 
shall  not 
exceed 

Residual 
chlorine 
minimum 
lor  any  1 
doi 

Produced  water . 

72 

48 

NA 

Deck  drainage . 

(’) 

(’) 

NA 

Drilling  muds . 

V) 

0) 

NA 

DriH  cuttirrgs . 

(’) 

(’) 

NA 

Well  treatment 
fluids . 

(’) 

n 

NA 

Sanitary: 

M10  . 

NA 

NA 

M9IM’ . 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Domestic . 

NA 

NA 

NA 

'  No  discharge  of  free  oU. 

‘Mininnum  «  1  mg/I  and  maintained  as  dose  to 
this  concentration  as  possible. 

’There  shaU  be  no  floating  solids  as  a  result  of  the 
discharge  of  these  wastes. 

§  435.1 3  Effluent  limitations  guideiines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  application  of 
the  best  available  technology  economically 
achievable  (BAT). 

Except  as  provided  in  40  CFR  125.30- 
32,  any  existing  point  source  subject  to 
this  subpart  must  achieve  the  following 
effluent  limitations  representing  the 
degree  of  effluent  reduction  attainable 
by  the  application  of  the  best  available 
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technology  economically  achievable 
(BAT): 


BAT  Effluent  UaiATiONS 


Waste  sowoe 

PoHulani 

parameter 

BAT  effluent  Hm- 
Natton 

Produced  wafer .... 

OH& 

The  maximum 

grease. 

tor  any  one 
dayshaMnot 
exceed  42 
rog/l;  the  aver¬ 
age  of  daily 
valuosfor30 
consecutive 
days  Shan  not 
exceed  29 
mgn. 

DiHHng  fluids  and 
driH  cutHhgs: 

(A)  For  laoMies  lo- 

Nodtecharge.' 

catedwilhfnS 
mkee  from  shore. 

(B)  For  facHHIee  to- 

Toxiclly 

Minimum  96- 

cated  beyond  3 

hourLCSOof 

miles  from  shore. 

theSPPshaH 
be3%by  vof- 
ume.* 

Free  oH  _ 

No  dlscharga.* 

DIeeeloH.-. 

No  discharge. 

Mercury  . 

1  mg/kg  dry 
weight  maxi¬ 
mum  In  the 
Stock  berite. 

Cadmium 

3  mg/kg  dry 
weight  inaxl- 
mum  Inthe 
stock  barite. 

Wei  treetmenL 

01  and 

The  maximum 

oompletion,  and 

grease. 

for  any  one 

workover  Huids. 

day  shaH  not 
exceed  42 
mg/l;  the  aver¬ 
age  of  daily 
values  for  30 
consecutive 
days  shall  not 
exceed  29 
mg/t. 

Deck  drainage _ 

Free  oH _ 

No  discharge.* 

Produced  sand  — 

. . 

No  discharge. 

Domestic  Waste  ... 

Foam _ 

No  discharge. 

'AH  Alaskan  facHHies  are  subject  to  the  drilling 
Hukts  and  ohil  cuttmgs  discharae  limitations  tor 
iacUiites  iocatao  beyond  3  miles  offshore. 

*A8  determined  by  the  toxictty  test  (Appendix  2). 

*As  determined  by  the  static  sheen  test  (Appendbc 
1). 

*As  determined  by  the  presence  of  a  turn  or  sheen 
upon  or  a  disootoration  of  the  surface  of  the  receiving 
vnaier  (visual  sheen). 

S  435.14  Effluant  llmitattona  guidellnea 
repraaanting  tha  degraa  of  affluant 
reduction  attainable  by  the  application  of 
the  best  conventional  pollutant  control 
technology  (BCT). 

Except  as  provided  in  40  CFR  125.30- 
32,  any  existing  point  source  subject  to 
this  Subptart  must  achieve  the  following 
effluent  limitations  representing  the 
degree  of  effluent  reduction  attainable 
by  the  application  of  the  best 
conventional  pollutant  control 
technology  (BCT): 


BCT  Effluent  Limitations 


Waste  source 

PoHutant 

parameter 

BCT  effluent  Hm- 
Mation 

Produced  water  „.. 

DrfNIng  fluids  and 
drW  cuttings; 

OHA 

grease. 

The  maxbTKjm 
tor  any  one 
day  ShaH  not 
exceed  72 
mgfl;  the  aver¬ 
age  of  values 
for  30  con¬ 
secutive  days 
ShaH  not  ex¬ 
ceed  46  mgfl. 

(A)  For  faculties  lo- 
cated  within  3 
miles  from  shore. 

1 

No  discharge.' 

(B)  For  facHMes  lo¬ 
cated  beyond  3 
miles  from  shore. 

Free  oH  ...... 

No  dischatge.* 

WeH  treatment, 
completion  arxf 
workover  fluids. 

Free  oU  — 

No  discharge.* 

Deck  drainage . 

Free  oH . 

No  discharge.* 

Produced  sand _ 

No  discharge. 

Sanilary  M10 - 

Residual 

chloritte. 

Minimum  of  1 
ntsyi  and 
rnaimalned  as 
dose  to  this 
concentration 
as  possible. 

Sanitary  M91M _ 

Floating  sol¬ 
ids. 

No  discharge. 

Domestic  Waste  ... 

Floating  sol¬ 
ids. 

AH  other  do¬ 
mestic 
waste. 

No  discharge. 

See  33  CFR 

Part  151. 

'AH  Alaskan  facMities  are  subject  to  the  drlHing 
fluids  and  drill  cuttings  discnarge  limitations  for 
facilities  located  more  than  3  miles  offshore. 

^As  determined  by  the  static  sheen  test  (Appendix 

1). 

*As  determined  by  the  presence  of  a  film  or  sheen 
upon  or  a  discoioration  of  tha  surface  of  ttie  receiving 
vratar  (visual  sheen). 

§  435.1 5  Standards  of  psrformanca  for 
new  sources  (NSPS). 

Any  new  source  subject  to  this 
subpart  must  achieve  the  following  new 
source  performance  standards  (NSPS): 


NEW  SOURCE  Performance  Standards 


Waste  source 

PoHutant 

parameter 

NSPS 

Produced  water ... 

OH  and 

The  maximum  for 

Drilling  fluids  and 
drfll  cuttings: 

(A)  For  facilities 
located  within  3 

grease. 

any  one  day 
ShaH  not  ex¬ 
ceed  42  mgfl; 
the  average  of 
daily  values  for 
30  consecutive 
days  Shalt  not 
exceed  29  mgl 
1 

No  discharge.' 

mHes  from 
shore. 

(B)  For  facilities 

Toxicity _ 

Minimum  96-hour 

located  more 

LCSOof  the 

than  3  miles 

SPP  ShaH  be  3 

from  shore. 

percent  by  vol¬ 
ume.* 

FraeoH . 

No  discharge.* 

Diesel  oH .... 

No  discharge. 

New  Source  Performance 
Standards— Continued 


Waste  source 

PoHutant 

parameter 

NSPS 

Mercury . 

1  mgfkgdry 

weight  maxi¬ 
mum  in  tha 
stock  bartte. 

Cadmium  ... 

3  m(^  dry 
werght  maxi¬ 
mum  In  the 
stock  barite. 

WeH  treatmenL 

OH  and 

The  maxinxim  lor 

completion,  and 

grease. 

any  one  day 

workover  fluids. 

ShaH  not  ex¬ 
ceed  42  mg/I  ; 
the  average  of 
daily  values  for 
30  consecuflve 
days  ShaH  not 
exceed  29  mg/ 

1. 

No  dtecharge.* 

Deck  drainage  ~... 

Free  oil _ 

Produced  sand  .... 

No  discharge. 

Sanitary  M10 . 

Residual 

Minimum  of  1 

chiorina. 

mg/I  and  malrt- 
tained  as  dose 
to  this  as  pos- 
stole. 

Sanitary  M9IM . 

Floating  sol¬ 
ids. 

No  discharge. 

Domestic  Waste  .. 

Floating  sol¬ 
ids. 

No  discharge. 

Foam . 

No  discharge. 

AH  other  do- 

See  33  CFR  Part 

mestic 

wastes. 

151. 

'AH  Alaskan  faculties  are  subject  to  the  drilling 
fluids  and  dnH  cuttings  discnarge  standards  for 
facilities  located  more  than  three  miles  offshore. 

‘As  determined  by  the  toxicity  test  (Aopendix  2). 

‘As  determined  by  the  static  sneen  test  (Apperxix 

1). 

^  As  deteimined  by  the  presence  oi  a  Mm  or  sheen 
upon  or  a  discoioration  of  the  surface  of  the  receiving 
water  (visual  sheen). 

Appendix  1  to  Subpart  A  of  Part  435 — 
Static  Sheen  Test 

1.  Scope  and  Application 

This  method  is  to  be  used  as  a 
compliance  test  for  the  “no  discharge  of 
free  oil”  requirement  for  discharges  of 
drilling  fluids,  drill  cuttings,  produced 
sand,  and  well  treatment,  completion 
and  workover  fluids.  “Free  oil”  refers  to 
any  oil  contained  in  a  waste  stream  that ' 
when  discharged  will  cause  a  film  or 
sheen  upon  or  a  discoloration  of  the 
surface  of  the  receiving  water. 

2.  Summary  of  Method 

15-mL  samples  of  drilling  fluids  or 
well  treatment,  completion,  and 
workover  fluids,  and  15-g  samples  (wet 
weight  basis)  of  drill  cuttings  or 
produced  sand  are  introduced  into 
ambient  seawater  in  a  container  having 
an  air-to-liquid  interface  area  of  1000 
cm^  (155. S  in^).  Samples  are  dispersed 
within  the  container  and  observations 
made  no  more  than  one  hour  later  to 
ascertain  if  these  materials  cause  a 
sheen,  iridescence,  gloss,  or  increased 
reflectance  on  the  surface  of  the  test 
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seawater.  The  occurreiu:e  of  any  of  these 
visual  observations  will  constitute  a 
demonstration  that  the  tested  material 
contains  “free  oil,”  and  therefore  results 
in  a  prohibition  of  its  discharge  into 
receiving  waters. 

3.  Interferences 

Residual  “free  oil”  adhering  to  sampling 
containers,  the  magnetic  stirring  bar  lued  to 
mix  the  sample,  and  the  stainleM  steel 
spatula  used  to  mix  the  sample  will  be  the 
principal  sources  of  contamination  problems. 
These  problems  should  only  occur  if 
improp>erly  washed  and  cleaned  equipment 
are  used  for  the  test.  The  use  of  disposable 
equipment  minimises  the  potential  for 
similar  contamination  btun  pipettes  and  the 
test  container. 

4.  Apparatus.  Materials,  and  Reagents 

4.1  Apparatus 

4.1.1  Sampling  Containers:  1-liter 
polyethylene  beakers  and  1-liter  glass 
beakers. 

4.1.2  Graduated  cylinder:  100-mL 
graduated  cylinder  required  only  for 
operations  where  predilution  of  mud 
discharges  is  required. 

4.1.3  Plastic  disposable  weighing  boats. 

4.1.4  Triple-beam  scale. 

4.1.5  Disp>osable  pipettes:  25-mL 
disp>osable  pipettes. 

4.1.6  Magnetic  stirrer  and  stirring  ber. 

4.1.7  Stainless  steel  spatula. 

4.1.8  Test  container:  Open  plastic 
container  whose  internal  cross-section 
parallel  to  its  opening  has  an  area  of 
1000  cm^50  cm*  (155.5  ±7.75  in*),  and 
a  depth  of  at  least  13  cm  (5  inches)  and 
no  mcne  than  30  cm  (11.8  inches). 

4.2  Materials  and  Reagents. 

4.2.1  Plastic  liners  for  the  test  container. 
Oil-free,  heavy-duty  plastic  trash  can 
liners  that  do  not  inhibit  the  spreading 
of  an  oil  film.  Liners  must  be  of 
sufficient  size  to  completely  cover  the 
interior  surface  of  the  test  container. 
Permittees  must  determine  an 
appropriate  local  source  of  liners  that  do 
not  inhibit  the  spreading  of  0.05  mL  of 
diesel  fuel  added  to  the  lined  test 
container  under  the  test  conditions  and 
protocol  described  below. 

4.2.2  Ambient  receiving  water. 

5.  Calibration 

None  currently  specified. 

6.  Quality  Control  Procedures 

None  currently  specified. 

7.  Sample  Collection  and  Handling 

7.1  Sampling  containers  must  be 
thoroughly  washed  with  detergent,  rinsed  a 
minimum  of  three  times  with  fresh  water, 
and  allowed  to  air  dry  before  samples  are 
collected. 

7.2  Samples  of  drilling  fluid  to  be  tested 
shall  be  taken  at  the  shale  shaker  after 
cuttings  have  been  removed.  The  sample 
volume  should  range  between  200  mL  and 
500  mL. 

7.3  Samples  of  drill  cuttings  will  be  taken 
from  the  shale  shaker  screens  with  a  dean 
spatula  or  similar  instrument  and  placed  in 


a  ^ass  beaker.  Cuttings  samples  shall  be 
collected  prior  to  the  addition  oi  any 
washdown  water  and  should  range  between 
200gand500g. 

7.4  SamplM  of  produced  sand  must  be 
obtained  fircm  the  solids  control  equipment 
frnm  which  the  discharge  occurs  on  any 
given  day  and  shall  be  collected  prior  to  the 
addition  of  any  washdown  watw;  samples 
should  range  ^tween  200  g  and  500  g. 

7.5  Samples  of  well  treatment, 
completion,  md  workover  fluids  must  be 
obtained  from  the  holding  facility  prior  to 
discharge:  the  sample  volume  should  range 
between  200  mL  and  500  mL. 

7.6  Samples  must  be  tested  no  later  than 
1  hour  after  collection. 

7.7  Drilling  fluid  samples  must  be  mixed 
in  their  sampling  containers  for  5  minutes 
prim  to  the  test  using  a  magnetic  bar  stirrer, 
if  predilution  is  imposed  as  a  permit 
condition,  the  sample  must  be  mixed  at  the 
same  ratio  with  the  same  prediluting  water 
as  the  discharged  muds  and  stirred  fat  5 
minutes. 

7.8  Drill  cuttings  must  be  stirred  and  well 
mixed  by  hand  in  their  sampling  containers 
prior  to  testing,  using  a  stainless  steel 
spatula. 

8.  Procedure 

8.1  Ambient  receiving  water  must  be 
used  as  the  “receiving  water”  in  the  test.  The 
temperature  of  the  test  watm  shall  be  as  close 
as  practicable  to  the  ambient  omdititms  in 
the  receiving  water,  not  the  room 
temperature  of  the  observation  facility.  The 
test  container  must  have  an  air^to-liquid 
interface  area  of  1000  ±50  cm*.  The  surface 
of  the  water  should  be  no  rame  than  1.27  cm 
(.5  inch)  below  the  top  of  the  test  container. 

8.2  Plastic  liners  shall  be  used,  one  per 
test  container,  and  discarded  afterwards. 
Some  liners  may  inhibit  s{»eading  of  added 
oil;  operatms  shall  determine  an  appropriate 
local  source  of  liners  that  do  not  inhibit  the 
spreading  of  the  oil  film. 

8.3  A  15-mL  sample  of  drilling  fluid  or 
well  treatment,  cmnpletion,  and  workow 
fluids  must  be  introduced  by  pipette  into  the 
test  container  1  cm  below  the  water  surface. 
Pipettes  must  be  filled  and  discharged  with 
test  material  prior  to  the  transfer  of  test 
material  and  its  introduction  into  test 
OHitainers.  The  test  water/test  material 
mixture  must  be  stirred  using  the  pipette  to 
distribute  the  test  material  homogeneously 
throughout  the  test  water.  The  pipette  must 
be  us^  cmly  once  for  a  test  and  then 
discarded. 

8.4  Drill  cuttings  or  {unduced  sand 
should  be  weighed  on  plastic  weighing  boats; 
15-g  samples  must  be  transferred  by  scraping 
test  material  into  the  test  water  with  a 
stainless  steel  spatula.  Drill  cuttings  shall  not 
be  prediluted  prior  to  testing.  Also,  drilling 
fluids  and  cuttings  will  be  tested  sepvately. 
The  weighing  boat  must  be  immers^  in  the 
test  water  and  scraped  with  the  spatula  to 
transfer  any  residual  material  to  the  test 
container.  The  drill  cuttings  or  produced 
sand  must  be  stirred  with  the  spatula  to  an 
even  distribution  of  solids  on  the  bottom  of 
the  test  container. 

8.5  Observations  must  be  made  no  later, 
than  1  hour  after  the  test  material  is 


transferred  to  the  test  container.  Viewing 
points  above  the  test  container  should  be 
made  frum  at  least  three  sides  of  the  test 
container,  at  viewing  angles  of  approximately 
60°  and  30°  from  the  horizontaL  Illumination 
of  the  test  container  must  be  representative 
of  adequate  lighting  for  a  wcvk^ 
environment  to  conduct  routine  wxvatory 
procedures.  H  is  recommended  that  the  water 
surfoce  of  the  test  omtainer  be  observed 
under  a  fluorescent  light  source  such  as  a 
dissecting  microscope  light.  The  light  source 
shall  be  positioned  above  and  directed  over 
the  entire  surface  of  the  pan. 

8.6  Detection  of  a  “silvery”  or  "metallic" 
sheen  or  gloss,  increased  reflectivity,  visud 
color,  iridescence,  or  an  oil  slid:  on  the  water 
surface  of  the  test  container  surface  shall 
constitute  a  derocmstration  of  “free  oil.” 

These  visual  observations  indude  patches, 
streaks,  or  sheets  of  such  dtered  siiriace 
diaracteristics.  If  the  frree  oil  content  of  the 
sample  approaches  or  exceeds  10%.  the 
water  surface  of  the  test  container  may  lack 
color,  a  sheen,  or  iridescence,  due  to  the 
increased  thickness  of  the  film;  thus,  the 
observation  for  an  oil  slick  is  requir^.  The 
surface  of  the  test  container  shall  not  be 
disturbed  in  any  mamun'  that  reduces  the  size 
of  any  sheen  or  slid:  that  may  be  present 

If  an  oil  sheen  or  slick  occurs  on  less  than 
one-half  of  the  siufsce  area  after  the  sample 
is  introduced  to  the  test  container, 
observations  will  continue  fcnr  up  to  1  hour. 

If  the  sheen  or  slick  increases  in  size  and 
covers  greater  than  one-half  of  the  surface 
area  of  the  test  contains  during  the 
observation  period,  the  discharge  of  the 
material  shall  cease.  If  the  sheen  or  slick  does 
not  increase  in  size  to  cover  greater  than  one- 
half  of  the  test  container  sur&ce  area  after 
one  hour  of  observation,  discharge  may 
continue  and  additional  sampling  is  not 
required. 

If  a  sheen  ot  slick  occurs  on  greater  than 
one-half  of  the  stirface  area  of  ^  test 
container  after  the  test  material  is  introduced, 
discharge  of  the  tested  material  shall  cease. 
The  permittee  may  retest  the  material  causing 
the  sheen  or  slick.  If  subsequent  tests  do  not 
result  in  a  sheen  or  slick  covering  greater 
than  one-half  of  the  srirface  area  of  the  test 
container,  discharge  may  continue. 

Appendix  2  to  Subpart  A  of  Part  435— 
Drilling  Fluids  Toxicity  Test 

/.  Sample  Collection 

The  collection  and  preservation  methods 
for  drilling  fluids  (muds)  and  water  samples 
presented  here  are  desisted  to  minimize 
sample  contamination  and  alteration  of  the 
physical  or  chemical  properties  of  the 
samples  due  to  freezing,  air  oxidation,  or 
drying. 

f-A  Apparatus 

(1)  The  following  itraas  are  reqaiired  for 
water  and  drilling  mud  sampling  and  storage: 

a.  Acid-rinsed  linear-poly^ylene  bottles 
or  other  apiwopriate  noncontaminating 
drilling  mud  sampler. 

b.  Acid-rinsed  linear-polyethylene  bottles 
or  other  apfm^xiate  noncontaminating  water 
sampler. 

c.  Acid-rinsed  linear-polyethylene  bottles 
or  other  appropriate  nonccmtaminated 
vessels  for  water  and  mud  samples. 
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d.  Ice  chests  for  preservation  and  shipping 
of  mud  and  water  samples. 

I-B.  Water  Sampling 

(1)  Collection  of  water  samples  shall  be 
made  with  appropriate  acid-rinsed  linear- 
polyethylene  bottles  or  other  appropriate 
non-contaminating  water  sampling  devices. 
Special  care  shall  be  taken  to  avoid  the 
introduction  of  contaminants  from  the 
sampling  devices  and  containers.  Prior  to 
use,  the  sampling  devices  and  containers 
should  be  thorou^ly  cleaned  with  a 
detergent  solution,  rinsed  with  tap  water, 
soak^  in  10  percent  hydrochloric  acid  (HCl) 
for  4  hours,  and  then  thoroughly  rinsed  with 
glass-distilled  water. 

I~C.  Drilling  Mud  Sampling 

(1)  Drilling  mud  formulations  to  be  tested 
shall  be  collected  from  active  field  systems. 
Obtain  a  well-mixed  sample  from  beneath  the 
shale  shaker  after  the  mud  has  passed 
through  the  screens.  Samples  shall  be  stored 
in  polyethylene  containers  or  in  other 
appropriate  uncontaminated  vessels.  Prior  to 
sealing  the  sample  containers  on  the 
platform,  flush  as  much  air  out  of  the 
container  by  filling  it  with  drilling  fluid 
sample,  leaving  a  one  inch  space  at  the  top. 

(2)  Mud  samples  shall  be  immediately 
shipped  to  the  testing  facility  on  blue  or  wet 
ice  (do  not  use  dry  ice)  and  continuously 
maintained  at  0-4**  C  until  the  time  of  testing. 

(3)  Bulk  mud  samples  shall  be  thoroughly 
mixed  in  the  laboratory  using  a  1000  rpm 
high  shear  mixer  and  then  subdivided  into 
individual,  small  wide-mouthed  (e.g.,  one  or 
two  liter)  non-contaminating  containers  for 
storage. 

(4)  The  drilling  muds  stored  in  the 
laboratory  shall  have  any  excess  air  removed 
by  flushing  the  storage  containers  with 
nitrogen  under  pressure  anytime  the 
containers  are  opened.  Moreover,  the  sample 
in  any  container  opened  for  testing  must  be 
thoroughly  stirred  using  a  1000  rpm  high 
shear  mixer  prior  to  use. 

(5)  Most  drilling  mud  samples  may  be 
stored  for  periods  of  time  longer  than  2 
weeks  prior  to  toxicity  testing  provided  that 
proper  containers  are  used  and  proper 
condition  are  maintained. 

II.  Suspended  Particulate  Phase  Sample 
Preparation 

(1)  Mud  samples  that  have  been  stored 
under  specified  conditions  in  this  protocol 
shall  be  prepared  for  tests  within  three 
months  after  collection.  The  SPP  shall  be 
prepared  as  detailed  below. 

II— A  Apparatus 

(1)  The  following  items  are  required: 

a.  Magnetic  stir  plates  and  bars. 

b.  Several  graduated  cylinders,  ranging  in 
volume  frtim  10  mL  to  1  L 

c.  Large  (15  cm)  powder  funnels. 

d.  Several  2-liter  graduated  cylinders. 

e.  Several  2-liter  large  mouth  graduated 
Erlenmeyer  flasks. 

(2)  Prior  to  use,  all  glassware  shall  be 
thoroughly  cleaned.  Wash  all  glassware  with 
detergent,  rinse  five  times  with  tap  water, 
rinse  once  with  acetone,  rinse  several  times 
with  distilled  or  deionized  water,  place  in  a 
clean  10-percent  (or  stronger)  HCl  acid  bath 
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for  a  minimum  of  4  hours,  rinse  five  times 
with  tap  water,  and  then  rinse  flve  times  with 
distilled  or  deionized  water.  For  test  samples 
containing  mineral  oil  or  diesel  oil,  glassware 
should  be  washed  with  petroleum  ether  to 
assure  removal  of  all  residual  oil. 

Note:  If  the  glassware  with  nytex  cups 
soaks  in  the  acid  solution  longer  than  24 
hours,  then  an  equally  long  deionized  water 
soak  should  be  performed. 

Il-B  Test  Seawater  Sample  Preparation 

(1)  Diluent  seawater  and  exposure  seawater 
samples  are  prepared  by  filtration  through  a 
1.0  micrometer  Alter  prior  to  analysis. 

(2)  Artiflcial  seawater  may  be  used  as  long 
as  the  seawater  has  been  prepared  by 
standard  methods  or  ASTM  methods,  has 
been  properly  "seasoned,”  Altered,  and  has 
been  diluted  with  distilled  water  to  the  same 
speciAed  20±2  ppt  salinity  and  2Q±2°  C 
temperature  as  the  “natural”  seawater. 

Il-C  Sample  Preparation 
(1)  The  pH  of  the  mud  shall  be  tested  prior 
to  its  use.  If  the  pH  is  less  than  9,  if  black 
spots  have  appeared  on  the  walls  of  the 
sample  container,  or  if  the  mud  sample  has 
a  foul  odor,  that  sample  shall  be  discarded. 
Subsample  a  manageable  aliquot  of  mud  from 
the  well-mixed  original  sample.  Mix  the  mud 
and  Altered  test  seawater  in  a  volumetric 
mud-to-water  ratio  of  1  to  9.  This  is  best  done 
by  the  method  of  volumetric  displacement  in 
a  2-L,  large  mouth,  graduated  Erlenmeyer 
flask.  Place  1000  mL  of  seawater  into  the 
graduated  Erlenmeyer  flask.  The  mud 
subsample  is  then  carefully  added  via  a 
powder  funnel  to  obtain  a  total  volume  of 
1200  mL.  (A  200  mL  volume  of  the  mud  will 
now  be  in  the  flask). 

The  2-L,  large  mouth,  graduated 
Erlenmeyer  flask  is  then  Ailed  to  the  2000  mL 
mark  with  800  mL  of  seawater,  which 
produces  a  slurry  wifli  a  Anal  ratio  of  one 
volume  drilling  mud  to  nine  volumes  water. 

If  the  volume  of  SPP  required  for  testing  or 
analysis  exceeds  1500  to  1600  mL,  the  initial 
volumes  should  be  proportionately 
increased.  Alternatively,  several  2-L  drill 
mud/water  slurries  may  be  prepared  as 
outlined  above  and  combined  to  provide 
sufficient  SPP. 

(2)  Mix  this  mud/water  slurry  with 
magnetic  stirrers  for  5  minutes.  Measure  the 
pH  and,  if  necessary,  adjust  (decrease)  the  pH 
of  the  slurry  to  within  0.2  units  of  the 
seawater  by  adding  6N  HCl  while  stirring  the 
slurry.  Then,  allow  the  slurry  to  settle  for  1 
hour.  Record  the  amount  of  HCl  added. 

(3)  At  the  end  of  the  settling  period, 
carefully  decant  (do  not  siphon)  the 
Suspended  Particulate  Phase  (SPP)  into  an 
appropriate  container.  Decanting  the  SPP  is 
one  continuous  action.  In  some  cases  no  clear 
interface  will  be  present;  that  is,  there  will 
be  no  solid  phase  that  has  settled  to  the 
bottom.  For  those  samples  the  entire  SPP 
solution  should  be  us^  when  preparing  test 
concentrations.  However,  in  those  cases 
when  no  clear  interfoce  is  present,  the 
sample  must  be  remixed  for  five  minutes. 
This  insures  the  homogeneity  of  the  mixture 
prior  to  the  preparation  of  the  test 
concentrations.  In  other  cases,  there  will  be 
samples  with  two  or  more  phases,  including 
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a  solid  phase.  For  those  samples,  carefully 
and  continuously  decant  the  supernatant 
until  the  solid  phase  on  the  bottom  of  the 
flask  is  reached.  The  decanted  solution  is 
defined  to  be  100  percent  SPP.  Any  other 
concentration  of  SPP  refers  to  a  percentage  of 
SPP  that  is  obtained  by  volumetrically 
mixing  100  percent  SPP  with  seawater. 

(4)  SPP  samples  to  be  used  in  toxicity  tests 
shall  be  mixed  for  5  minutes  and  must  not 
be  preserved  or  stored. 

(5)  Measure  the  Alterable  and  unfilterable 
residue  of  each  SPP  prepared  for  testing. 
Measure  the  dissolved  oxygen  (DO)  and  pH 
of  the  SPP.  If  the  DO  is  less  than  4.9  ppm, 
aerate  the  SPP  to  at  least  4.9  ppm  which  is 
65  percent  of  saturation.  Maximum  allowable 
aeration  time  is  5  minutes  using  a  generic 
commercial  air  pump  and  air  stone. 

Neutralize  the  pH  of  the  SPP  to  a  pH  7.8±.l 
using  a  dilute  HCl  solution.  If  too  much  acid 
is  added  to  lower  the  pH  saturated  NaOH 
may  be  used  to  raise  the  pH  to  7.8±.l  units. 
Record  the  amount  of  acid  or  NaOH  needed 
to  lower/raise  to  the  appropriate  pH.  Three 
repeated  DO  and  pH  measurements  are 
needed  to  insure  homogeneity  and  stability 
of  the  SPP.  Preparation  of  test  concentrations 
may  begin  afler  this  step  is  complete. 

(6)  Add  the  appropriate  volume  of  100 
percent  SPP  to  the  appropriate  volume  of 
seawater  to  obtain  the  desired  SPP 
concentration.  The  control  is  seawater  only. 
Mix  all  concentrations  and  the  control  for  5 
minutes  by  using  magnetic  stirrers.  Record 
the  time;  and,  measure  DO  and  pH  for  Day 
0.  Then,  the  animals  shall  be  randomly 
selected  and  placed  in  the  dishes  in  order  to 
begin  the  96-hour  toxicity  test. 

III.  Guidance  for  Performing  Suspended 
Particulate  Phase  Toxicity  Tests  Using 
Mysidopsis  bahia 

lU-A  Apparatus 

(1)  Items  listed  by  Borthwick  (1]  are 
required  for  each  test  series,  which  consists 
of  one  set  of  control  and  test  containers,  with 
three  replicates  of  each. 

III-B  Sample  Collection  Preservation 
(1)  Drilling  muds  and  water  samples  are 
collected  and  stored,  and  the  suspended 
particulate  phase  prepared  as  described  in 
Section  1-C. 

III-C  Species  Selection 

(1)  The  Suspended  Particulate  Phase  (SPP) 
tests  on  drilling  muds  shall  utilize  the  test 
species  Mysidopsis  bahia.  Test  animals  shall 
be  3  to  6  days  old  on  the  Arst  day  of 
exposure.  Whatever  the  source  of  the 
animals,  collection  and  handling  should  be 
as  gentle  as  possible.  Transportation  to  the  - 
laboratory  should  be  in  well-aerated  water 
from  the  animal  culture  site  at  the 
temperature  and  salinity  from  which  they 
were  cultured.  Methods  for  handling, 
acclimating,  and  sizing  bioassay  organisms 
given  by  Borthwick  (1)  and  Nimmo  [2]  shall 
be  followed  in  matters  for  which  no  guidance 
is  given  here. 

IIl-D  Experimental  Conditions 
(1)  Suspended  particulate  phase  (SPP)  tests 
should  be  conducted  at  a  salinity  of  2Q±2  ppt. 
Experimental  temperature  should  be  20±2°C. 
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Dissolved  oxygen  in  the  SPP  shall  be  raised 
to  or  maintained  above  65  percent  of 
saturation  prior  to  preparation  of  the  test 
concentrations.  Under  these  conditions  of 
temperature  and  salinity,  65  percent 
saturation  is  a  DO  of  5.3  ppm.  Beginning  at 
Day  0-before  the  animals  are  placed  in  the 
test  containers  DO,  temperature,  salinity,  and 
pH  shall  be  measured  every  24  hotirs.  DO 
should  be  reported  in  milligrams  per  liter. 

(2)  Aeration  of  test  media  is  required 
during  the  entire  test  with  a  rate  estimated 
to  be  50-140  cubic  centimeteis/minute.  This 
air  flow  to  each  test  dish  may  be  achieved 
through  polyethylene  tubing  (0.045'inch 
inner  diameter  and  0.062-inch  outer 
diameter)  by  a  small  generic  aquarium  pump. 
The  delivery  method,  surface  area  of  the 
aeration  stone,  and  flow  characteristics  shall 
be  documented.  All  treatments,  including 
control,  shall  be  the  same. 

(3)  Light  intensity  shall  be  1200 
microwatts/cm  ^  using  cool  white  fluorescent 
bulbs  with  a  14-hr  li^t  and  10-hr  dark  cycle. 
This  light/dark  cycle  shall  also  be  maintained 
during  the  acclimation  period  and  the  test. 

III-E  Experimental  Procedure 

(1)  Wash  all  glassware  with  detergent,  rinse 
five  times  with  tap  water,  rinse  once  with 
acetone,  rinse  several  times  with  distilled  or 
deionized  water,  place  in  a  clean  10  percent 
HCl  acid  bath  for  a  minimum  of  4  hours, 
rinse  five  times  with  tap  water,  and  then 
rinse  five  times  with  distilled  water. 

(2)  Establish  the  deflnitive  test 
concentration  based  on  results  of  a  range 
Ending  test.  A  minimum  of  five  test 
concentrations  plus  a  negative  and  positive 
(reference  toxicant)  control  is  required  for  the 
definitive  test.  To  estimate  the  LC-50,  two 
concentrations  shall  be  chosen  that  give 
(other  than  zero  and  100  percent)  mortality 
above  and  below  50  percent. 

(3)  Twenty  organisms  are  exposed  in  each 
test  dish.  Nytex*  cups  shall  be  inserted  into 
every  test  dish  prior  to  adding  the  animals. 
These  “nylon  mesh  screen”  nytex  bolding 
cups  are  febricated  by  gluing  a  collar  of  363- 
micrometer  mesh  nylon  screen  to  a  15- 
centimeter  wide  Petri  dish  with  silicone 
sealant.  The  nylon  screen  collar  is 
approximately  5  centimeters  high.  The 
animals  are  then  placed  into  the  test 
concentration  within  the  confines  of  the 
Nytex  cups.  - 


(4)  Individual  organisms  shall  be  randomly 
assigned  to  treatment.  A  randomization 
procedure  is  presented  in  Section  V  of  this 
protocol.  Make  every  attempt  to  expose 
animals  of  approximately  equal  size.  The 
technique  described  by  Bor^wick  (1),  or 
other  suitable  substitutes,  should  be  used  for 
transferring  specimens,  lliroughout  the  test 
period,  mysids  shall  be  fed  dally  with 
approximately  50  Artemia  (brine  shrimp) 
nauplii  per  mysid.  This  will  reduce  stress 
and  decrease  cannibalism. 

(5)  Cover  the  dishes,  aerate,  and  incubate 
the  test  containers  in  an  approfviate  test 
chamber.  Positioning  of  the  test  containers 
bolding  various  concentrations  of  test 
solution  should  be  randomized  if  incubator 
arrangement  indicates  potential  position 
diflerence.  The  test  medium  is  not  replaced 
during  the  96-hour  test. 

(6)  Observations  may  be  attempted  at  4, 6 
and  8  hours;  they  must  be  attempted  at  0,  24, 
48,  and  72  hours  and  must  be  made  at  96 
hours.  Attempts  at  observations  refers  to 
placing  a  test  dish  on  a  light  table  and 
visually  counting  the  animals.  Do  not  lift  the 
“nylon  mesh  screen”  cup  out  of  the  test  dish 
to  make  the  observation.  No  unnecessary 
handling  of  the  animals  should  occur  during 
the  96  hour  test  period.  DO  and  pH 
measiuements  must  also  be  made  at  0, 24, 48, 
72,  and  96  hours.  Take  and  replace  the  test 
medium  necessary  for  the  DO  and  pH 
measiuements  outside  of  the  nytex  cups  to 
minimize  stresses  on  the  anim^. 

(7)  At  the  end  of  96  hours,  all  live  animals 
must  be  counted.  Death  is  the  end  point,  so 
the  number  of  living  organisms  is  recorded. 
Death  is  determined  by  lack  of  spontaneous 
movement.  All  crustaceans  molt  at  regular 
intervals,  shedding  a  complete  exoskeleton. 
Care  should  be  taken  not  to  count  an 
exoskeleton.  Dead  animals  might  decompose 
or  be  eaten  between  observations.  Therefore, 
always  count  living,  not  dead  animals.  If 
daily  observations  are  made,  remove  dead 
organisms  and  molted  exoskeletcms  with  a 
pipette  or  forceps.  Care  must  be  taken  not  to 
disturb  living  organisms  and  to  minimize  the 
amount  of  liquid  withdrawn. 

IV.  Methods  for  Positive  Control  Tests 
(Reference  Toxicant) 

(1)  Sodium  lauryl  sulfate  (dodecyl  sodium 
sulfate)  is  used  as  a  reference  toxicant  for  the 
positive  control.  The  chemical  used  should 


be  approximately  95  percent  pure.  The 
source,  lot  number,  and  percent  purity  shall 
be  reported. 

(2)  Test  methods  are  those  used  for  the 
drilling  fluid  tests,  except  that  the  test 
material  was  prepared  by  weighing  one  gram 
sodium  lauryl  sulfate  on  an  analytical 
balance,  adding  the  chemical  to  a  100- 
milliliter  volumetric  flask,  and  bringing  the 
flask  to  volume  with  deionized  water.  After 
mixing  this  stock  solution,  the  test  mixtures 
are  prepared  by  adding  0.1  milliliter  of  the 
stock  solution  for  each  part  per  million 
desired  to  one  liter  of  seawater. 

(3)  The  mixtures  are  stirred  briefly,  water 
quality  is  measured,  animals  are  added  to 
holding  cups,  and  the  test  b^ins.  Incubation 
and  monitoring  procedures  are  the  same  as 
those  for  the  drilling  fluids. 

V.  Randomization  Procedure 
V~A  Purpose  and  Procedure 

(1)  The  purpose  of  this  procedure  is  to 
assure  that  mysids  are  impartially  selected 
and  randomly  assigned  to  six  test  treatments 
(five  drilling  fluid  or  reference  toxicant 
concentrations  and  a  control)  and  impartially 
counted  at  the  end  of  the  96-hour  test.  Thus, 
each  test  setup,  as  specified  in  the 
randomization  procedure,  consists  of  3 
replicates  of  20  animals  for  each  of  the  six 
treatments,  i.e.,  360  animals  per  test.  Figure 

1  is  a  flow  diagram  that  depicts  the 
procedure  schematically  and  should  be 
reviewed  to  understand  the  over-all 
operation.  The  following  tasks  shall  be 
performed  in  the  order  listed. 

(2)  Mysids  are  cultured  in  the  laboratory  in 
appropriate  units.  If  mysids  are  purchased, 
go  to  Task  3. 

(3)  Remove  mysids  from  culture  tanks  (6, 

5, 4,  and  3  days  before  the  test  will  begin,  i.e. 
Tuesday,  Wednesday,  Thursday,  and  Friday 
if  the  test  will  begin  on  Monday)  and  place 
them  in  suitably  large  maintenance 
containers  so  that  they  can  swim  about  freely 
and  be  fed. 

Note:  Not  every  detail  (the  definition  of 
suitably  large  containers,  for  example)  is  , 
provided  here.  Training  and  experience  in 
aquatic  animal  culture  and  testing  will  be 
required  to  successfully  complete  these  tests. 

BOIMO  cooe  S860-80-P 
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(4)  Remove  mysids  from  maintenance 
containers  and  place  all  animals  in  a  single 
container.  The  intent  is  to  have  homogeneous 
test  population  of  mysids  of  a  known  age  (3- 
6  days  old). 

(5)  For  each  toxicity  test,  assign  two 
suitable  containers  (500-milliliter  (mL) 
beakers  are  recommended)  for  mysid 
separation/enumeration.  Label  each 
container  (A1,  A2,  Bl,  B2,  and  Cl,  C2,  for 
example,  if  two  drilling  fluid  tests  and  a 
reference  toxicant  test  are  to  be  set  up  on  one 
day).  The  purpose  of  this  task  is  to  allow  the 
investigator  to  obtain  a  close  estimate  of  the 
number  of  animals  available  for  testing  and 
to  prevent  unnecessary  crowding  of  the 
mysids  while  they  are  being  counted  and 
assigned  to  test  containers.  Transfer  the 
mysids  from  the  large  test  population 
container  to  the  labeled  separation  and 
enumeration  containers  but  do  not  place 
more  than  200  mysids  in  a  500-mL  beaker. 

Be  impartial  in  transferring  the  mysids;  place 
approximately  equal  numbers  of  animals 
(10-15  mysids  is  convenient)  in  each 
container  in  a  cyclic  manner  rather  than 
placing  the  maximum  number  each  container 
at  one  time. 

Note:  It  is  important  that  the  animals  not 
be  unduly  stressed  during  this  selection  and 
assignment  procedure.  Therefore,  it  will 
probably  be  necessary  to  place  all  animals 
(except  the  batch  immediately  being  assigned 
to  test  containers)  in  mesh  cups  with  flowing 
seawater  or  in  large  volume  containers  with 
aeration.  The  idea  is  to  provide  the  animals 
with  near  optimal  conditions  to  avoid 
additional  stress. 

(6)  Place  the  mysids  from  the  two  labeled 
enumeration  containers  assigned  to  a  specific 
test  into  one  or  more  suitable  containers  to 
be  used  as  counting  dishes  (2-liter  Carolina 
dishes  are  suggested).  Because  of  the  time 
required  to  separate,  count,  and  assign 
mysids,  two  or  more  people  may  be  involved 
in  completing  this  task.  If  this  is  done,  two 
or  more  counting  dishes  may  be  used,  but  the 
investigator  must  make  sure  that 
approximately  equal  numbers  of  mysids  from 
each  labeled  container  are  placed  in  each 
counting  dish. 

(7)  By  using  a  large-bore,  smooth-tip  glass 
pipette,  select  mysids  from  the  counting 
dish(es)  and  place  them  in  the  36 
individually  numbered  distribution 
containers  (10-ml  beakers  are  suggested).  The 
mysids  are  assigned  two  at  a  time  to  the  36 
containers  by  using  a  randomization 
schedule  similar  to  the  one  presented  below. 
At  the  end  of  selectlon/assignment  round  1, 
each  container  will  contain  two  mysids;  at 
the  end  of  round  2,  they  will  contain  four 
mysids;  and  so  on  until  each  contains  ten 
mysids. 


Example  of  a  Randomization  Schedule 


Selection/asi 
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1 


4 


yimeni 
s  each) 


round 


Place  mysid  in  the 
numoered  distntiution 
containers  In  the  ran¬ 
dom  order  stKMvn 


8,  21,  6.  28,  33,  32, 1, 
3, 10,  9,  4, 14,  23. 

2,  34,  22,  36,  27,  5, 
30,  35,  24, 12,  25, 
11, 17, 19,  26,  31. 

7,  20. 15. 18. 13, 
16,29. 

35. 18,  5. 12.  32,  34. 
22,  3,  9, 16.  26. 13. 
20.  28.  6.  21.  24, 

30.  8,  31.  7,  23.  2. 
15,25, 17, 1.  11, 

27,  4. 19.  36, 10, 

33. 14.  29. 

7.  19,  14,  11,34,  21. 
25.  27, 17, 18.  6, 

16,  29,  2,  32,  10. 4. 
20.  3.  9. 1,  5,  28, 

24,  31. 15,  22, 13. 

33.  26,  36. 12,  8, 
30,  35.  23. 

30.  2,  18,  5,  8.  27,  10. 

25,  4,  20.  26.  15, 
31,36,35.23,11, 
29.  16. 17,  28. 1. 

33. 14.  9.  34, 7,  3. 

12,  22,  21,  6, 19, 
24.  32. 13. 

34.  28,  16.  17, 10,  12, 
1,  36.  20,  18, 15. 
22.  2,  4. 19.  23.  27. 
29,  25.  21,  30,  3,  9, 
33.  32,  6.  14. 11. 

35.  24.  26.  7.  31.  5, 

13,  8. 


(8)  Transfer  mysids  from  the  36 
distribution  containers  to  18  labeled  test 
containers  in  random  order.  A  label  is 
assigned  to  each  of  the  three  replicates  (A,  B, 
C)  of  the  six  test  concentrations.  Count  and 
record  the  96  hour  response  in  an  impartial 
order. 

(9)  Repeat  tasks  5-7  for  each  toxicity  test. 

A  new  random  schedule  should  be  followed 
in  Tasks  6  and  7  for  each  test. 

Note:  If  a  partial  toxicity  test  is  conducted, 
the  procedures  described  above  are  « 

appropriate  and  should  be  used  to  prepare 
the  single  test  concentration  and  control, 
along  with  the  reference  toxicant  test. 

V-B.  Data  Analysis  and  Interpretation 

(1)  Complete  survival  data  in  all  test 
containers  at  each  observation  time  shall  be 
presented  in  tabular  form.  If  greater  than  10 
percent  mortality  occurs  in  the  controls,  all 
data  shall  be  discarded  and  the  experiment 
repeated.  Unacceptably  high  control 
mortality  indicates  the  presence  of  important 
stresses  on  the  organisms  other  than  the 
material  being  tested,  such  as  injury  or 
disease,  stressful  physical  or  chemical 
conditions  in  the  containers,  or  improper 
handling,  acclimation,  or  feeding.  If  10 
percent  mortality  or  less  occurs  in  the 
controls,  the  data  may  be  evaluated  and 
reported. 

(2)  A  dehnitive,  full  bioassay  conducted 
according  to  the  EPA  protocol  is  used  to 
estimate  the  concentration  that  is  lethal  to  50 
percent  of  the  test  organisms  that  do  not  die 
naturally.  This  toxicity  measure  is  known  as 
the  median  lethal  concentration,  or  LC-50. 


The  LC-50  is  adjusted  for  natural  mortality 
or  natural  responsiveness.  The  maximum 
likelihood  estimation  procedure  with  the 
adjustments  for  natural  responsiveness  as 
given  by  D.).  Finney,  in  Probit  Analysis  3rd 
edition,  1971,  Cambridge  University  Press, 
Chapter  7,  can  be  used  to  obtain  the  probit 
model  estimate  of  the  LC-50  and  the  95 
percent  fiducial  (confidence)  limits  for  the 
LC-50.  These  estimates  are  obtained  using 
the  logarithmic  transform  of  the 
concentration.  The  heterogeneity  factor 
(Finney  1971,  pages  70-72)  is  not  used.  For 
a  test  material  to  pass  the  toxicity  test, 
according  to  the  requirements  stated  in  the 
offshore  oil  and  gas  extraction  industry  BAT 
effluent  limitations  and  NSPS,  the  LC-50, 
adjusted  for  natural  responsiveness,  must  be 
greater  than  3  percent  suspended  particulate 
phase  (SPP)  concentration  by  volume 
unadjusted  for  the  1  to  9  dilution.  Other 
toxicity  test  models  may  be  used  to  obtain 
toxicity  estimates  provided  the  modeled 
mathematical  expression  for  the  lethality  rate 
must  increase  continuously  with 
concentration.  The  lethality  rate  is  modeled 
to  increase  with  concentration  to  reflect  an 
assumed  increase  in  toxicity  with 
concentration  even  though  the  observed 
lethality  may  not  increase  xmiformly  because 
of  the  unpredictable  animal  response 
fluctuations. 

(3)  The  range  finding  test  is  used  to 
establish  a  reasonable  set  of  test 
concentrations  in  order  to  run  the  definitive 
test.  However,  if  the  lethality  rate  changes 
rapidly  over  a  narrow  range  of 
concentrations,  the  range  finding  assay  may 
be  too  coarse  to  establish  an  adequate  set  of 
test  concentrations  for  a  definitive  test. 

(4)  The  EPA  Environmental  Research 
Laboratory  in  Gulf  Breeze,  Florida  prepared 
a  Research  and  Development  Report  entitled 
Acute  Toxicity  of  Eight  Drilling  Fluids  to 
Mysid  Shrimp  (Mysidopsis  bahia).  May  1984 
EPA-600/3-84-067.  The  Gulf  Breeze  data  for 
drilling  fluid  number  1  are  displayed  in 
Table  1  for  purposes  of  an  example  of  the 
probit  analysis  described  above.  The  SAS 
Probit  Procedure  (SAS  Institute,  Statistical 
Analysis  System,  Cary,  North  Carolina,  1982) 
was  used  to  analyze  these  data.  The  96-hour 
LC50  adjusted  for  the  estimated  spontaneous 
mortality  rate  is  3.3  percent  SPP  with  95 
percent  limits  of  3.0  and  3.5  percent  SPP 
with  the  1  to  9  dilution.  The  estimated 
spontaneous  mortality  rate  based  on  all  of  the 
data  is  9.6  percent. 

Table  1.— Listing  of  Acute  Toxicity 
Test  Data  (August  1983  to  Septem¬ 
ber  1983)  WITH  Eight  Generic  Drill¬ 
ing  Fluids  and  Mysid  Shrimp 

(fluid  N2s1] 


Percent  concentra¬ 
tion 

Number 

exposed 

Number 
dead  (96 
hours) 

Number 
aNve  (96 
hours) 

0 . 

60 

3 

57 

1  . . . 

60 

11 

49 

2  . . . 

60 

11 

49 

3 . . 

60 

25 

35 

4 . . . 

60 

48 

12 

5 . 

60 

60 

0 
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V-C.  The  Partial  Toxicity  TM  for  Evaluation 
of  Test  Ataterial 

(1)  A  partial  taat  coaductad  according  to 
EPA  praloool  am  be  used  acoaomically  to 
demoMtralB  that  a  teatnuitBrial  passes  the 
toxicHy  lest  The  partial  tast  cannot  be  used 
to  estimate  Ihe  LC-50ediusted  for  natural 
responae.. 

(2)  To  conduct  a  partial  test  follow  the  test 
protocol  for  preparation  of  the  tast  material 
and  organisms.  Prepare  the  control  (zero 
concentration),  one  test  concentration  (3 
percent  suspended  particulate  phase)  and  the 
reference  toiucant  according  to  the  methods 
of  dm  foil  test.  A  range  finding  test  is  not 
used  forthe  partial  test. 

(3)  Sixty  test  organisms  are  used  for  each 
test  coooentration.  Find  the  munber  of  test 
organisms  hilled  in  the  control  (zero  percent 
SPP)  Gcmcentration  in  the  column  lalwled  Xo 
of  Table  2.  if  the  number  of  organisms  in  the 
control  (aero  percent  SPP)  exceeds  the  table 
values,  then  the  test  is  unacceptable  and 
must  be  repeated,  if  the  cumber  of  organisms 
killed  in  the  3  percent  test  concentration  is 


less  than  or  equal  to  corresponding  number 
in  the  column  labeled  Xi  then  the  test 
material  passes  the  partial  toxicity  test. 
Otherwiae  the  test  material  fails  the  toxidty 
test 

(4)  Data  shall  be  reported  as  percent 
suspended  particulate  phase. 


Table  2 


Xo 

X. 

22 

4 

22 

9 

23 

3  . . . 

23 

24 

i; 

24 

25 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Office  of  Conservation  and  Renewable 
Energy 

10  CFR  Part  440 
[Dociwt  No.  CE-RM-ei-110] 

Weatherheation  Assistance  Program  for 
Low-Income  Parsons 

AGENCY:  Department  of  Energy 
ACTION:  Notice  of  final  rulemaJung 

SUMMARY:  The  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE)  is  today  issuing  final 
amendments  to  the  regulation  for  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program  for 
Low-Income  Persons  to  implement 
statutory  changes  enacted  as  the  State 
Energy  Efficiency  Programs 
Improvement  Act  of  1990.  In  addition  to 
these  statutory  changes.  EKDE  is  adding 
other  changes  based  on  program 
experience  gained  over  the  past  5  years 
since  issuance  of  the  last  version  of  the 
regulation.  These  changes  add  clarifying 
language  or  delete  obsolete  language  in 
the  regulation  in  order  to  ensure 
uniform  interpretation  of  this  regulation 
by  State  and  local  agencies 
administering  the  program.  The 
amendments  in  this  final  rule  will  give 
States  and  local  agencies  additional 
flexibility  in  addressing  the  particular 
weatherization  needs  of  their  low- 
income  citizens. 

The  principal  amendments  in  today’s 
final  rule  are  for  the  purposes  of: 

Adding  certain  cooling  measures; 
addressing  the  needs  of  renters; 
clarifying  the  allowability  of  costs  to 
abate  energy-related  health  and  safety 
hazards;  establishing  procedures  and 
standards  for  waiver  of  the  40  percent 
materials  average;  establishing 
procedures  and  standards  for 
adjustment  of  the  average  unit  dwelling 
cost  limitation  for  furnace  and  cooling 
efficiency  modifications;  allowing  States 
to  increase  by  up  to  5  percent  the 
amount  of  funds  certain  eligible  local 
agencies  can  use  for  administrative 
purposes;  allowing  States  the  option  of 
requiring  financial  participation  from 
landlords  when  weatherizing  their 
multi  family  buildings;  and  repealing  the 
performance  fund. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE:  This  regulation  is 
effective  April  5, 1993.  The 
incorporation  by  reference  of  certain 
publications  listed  in  the  regulations  is 
approved  by  the  Director  of  the  Federal 
Register  as  of  April  5, 1993. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
James  Gardner  or  Greg  Reamy, 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program 
Division,  U.S.  Department  of  Energy, 
Mail  Stop  CE-532,  5G-023, 1000 


Independence  Avenue,  SW., 

Washington,  DC  20585,  (202)  586-2207. 

Neal ).  Strauss  or  Vivian  Lewis,  Office 
of  General  Counsel,  Conservation  and 
Regulations,  Mail  Stop  GC-41, 6B-256, 
1000  Independence  Avenue,  SW., 
Washington,  DC  20585,  (202)  586-9507. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

I.  Introduction 

The  Department  of  Energy  (DOE  or 
Department)  today  gives  notice  of  final 
amendments  to  revise  the  program 
regulations  for  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  for  Low-Income 
Persons  (WAP),  which  are  codified  in  10 
CFR  part  440  and  which  are  authorized 
by  title  III  of  the  Energy  Conservation 
and  Production  Act,  as  amended  (Act), 

42  U.S.C.  6861,  et  seq.  (WAP  is  also 
subject  to  the  DOE  general  financial 
assistance  regulations  in  10  CFR  part 
600.)  The  principal  purpose  of  the 
regulatory  amendments  finalized  today 
is  to  implement  most  of  the 
amendments  to  the  Act  by  the  State 
Energy  Efficiency  Programs 
Improvement  Act  of  1990  (Amending 
Act)  (Pub.  L.  101-440).  Pursuant  to  the 
new  statutory  amendments,  today’s  final 
amendments:  (1)  Add  specific  cooling 
measures  to  the  program;  (2)  add 
provisions  for  a  waiver  to  the 
requirement  to  spend  an  average  of  40 
percent  of  grant  funds  on  weatherization 
materials;  (3)  add  provisions  for  annual 
adjustment  of  the  statewide  average  per- 
home  expenditure;  (4)  allow  local 
agencies  receiving  grants  of  less  than 
$350,000  of  appropriated  funds  to  use 
up  to  an  additional  5  percent  for 
administrative  purposes;  (5)  require 
States  to  ensure  tenants’  protection  from 
rent  increases  and  related  actions  due 
solely  to  weatherization  work,  and 
allow  States  to  require  landlord 
participation  in  the  weatherization  of 
multif^ily  buildings;  (6)  repeal  the 
performance  fund;  (7)  encourage  States 
to  actively  seek  non-Federal  funds  to 
increase  the  amount  of  funds  available 
for  low-income  weatherization;  and  (6) 
require  States  to  collect  data  annually 
on  the  average  costs  incurred  in 
weatherization  of  individual  dwelling 
units,  the  average  size  of  the  dwellings 
weatherized,  and  the  average  income  of 
households  receiving  assistance.  DOE 
expects  to  complete  implementation  of 
the  WAP  portion  of  the  Amending  Act 
by  conducting  at  an  appropriate  point  in 
time  a  rulem^ing  to  establish 
regulations  for  the  award  of  incentive 
funds  to  reward  best  performance  by 
States  or  subgrantees.  42  U.S.C  6865 
(d).  (e). 

In  addition  to  the  parts  of  today’s  final 
rule  to  implement  the  amendments  to 


the  Act,  DOE  has  made  certain 
clarifications,  corrections,  and  other 
discretionary  changes  to  the  existing 
rule.  'This  action  is  necessitated  by  the 
evolution  of  the  program  since  the  last 
major  rulemaking  issued  on  January  4, 
1984.  50  FR  708.  These  changes  will 
help  States  by  clarifying  sections  of  the 
rule,  thereby  encouraging  a  uniform 
interpretation  emd  application  of  the 
program  requirements.  DOE  has  also 
updated  ap{}endix  A  to  include  all  new 
materials  approved  for  use  in  the 
program  through  November  30, 1992, 
and  the  standards  for  those  materials. 
Some  of  the  definitions  in  §  440.3  have 
been  clarified,  and,  where  needed,  new 
definitions  have  been  added  which  will 
provide  a  clearer  and  more  concise 
meaning  to  States  and  local  agencies 
who  must  interpret  these  regulations. 
Other  sections  applying  to  energy 
audits,  allowable  expenditures,  and 
subgrantees  have  been  clarified  to 
enhance  their  meanings;  and  certain 
obsolete  items  have  b^n  deleted. 

On  October  23. 1991  (56  FR  54932), 
DOE  issued  a  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking,  Public  Hearings  and 
Request  for  Public  Comments  for  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program  for 
Low-Income  Persons.  In  response  to  this 
notice,  DOE  received  290  written 
comments  and  heard  testimony  from  49 
individuals  at  public  hearings  held 
November  20, 1991,  in  San  Francisco, 
CA;  December  13, 1991,  in  Baltimore, 
MD;  December  17, 1991,  in  Dallas,  TX; 
and  December  19, 1991,  in  Chicago,  IL. 
As  a  result  of  the  large  number  of 
comments  received  expressing  concerns 
on  several  areas  of  the  NOPR,  a  number 
of  significant,  as  well  as  minor,  changes 
have  been  made  to  the  final  rule,  and 
those  changes  are  reflected  herein. 

EKDE  consulted  with  the  State  Energy 
Advisory  Boeurd  chartered  under  Public 
Law  101-440,  and  provided  the 
members  of  the  Board  an  opportunity  to 
give  advice  on  the  major  issues  in  the 
rulemaking  including  appropriate 
energy  audit  procedures. 

11.  Amendments  to  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program 

§  440.3  Definitions 

The  Amending  Act  added  “cliildren” 
to  the  “elderly”  and  “handicapped”  as 
groups  identified  by  §  411(b)  as 
especially  deserving  of  WAP  services. 
DOE  proposed  a  definition  for 
“children”  in  §  440.3  which  included 
dependents  under  the  age  of  18,  or  age 
19  if  a  full-time  student  in  a  secondary 
school  or  equivalent  technical  or 
vocational  school  and  who  may 
reasonably  be  expected  to  complete  the 
program  before  reaching  the  age  of  19. 
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DOE  believed  that  this  definition  would 
help  facilitate  the  eligibility  certification 
process  fw  States  and  subfpantees  that 
administer  both  the  Health  and  Human 
Services  and  DC^  weatherization 
programs.  Twenty-three  commenters 
suggested  that  States  be  given  the  option 
to  limit  the  definition,  for  example  to 
age  12  and  imder  or  age  6  and  under. 
DOE  agrees  that  the  States  should  have 
some  flexibility  to  define  “children"  in 
light  of  their  assessments  of  how 
priorities  should  be  assigned  among 
their  low-income  population  segments. 
Therefore,  DOE  has  modified  the 
definition  of  “children”  and  will  allow 
States  to  define  that  term  in  a  manner 
which  meets  their  specific  needs, 
provided  it  does  not  exceed  19  years  of 
age.  This  change  has  been  adopted  in 
the  final  rule. 

DOE  has  deleted  the  definition  for 
“Operations  Office  Manager”  and 
replaced  it  with  “Support  Office 
Director”  as  a  result  of  DOE  field 
realignment. 

EKDE  proposed  a  change  in  the 
definition  for  “separate  living  quarters” 
which  includes  a  reference  to  “shelters” 
for  homeless  persons.  Additionally,  a 
definition  for  “shelter”  was  proposed 
which  would  specifically  address  units 
that  house  individuals  on  a  temporary 
basis.  The  current  regulation  does  not 
specifically  state  that  these  units  can  be 
weatheriz^.  This  has  led  to  confusion 
among  States  when  addressing  this 
issue.  Two  commenters  contended  that 
WAP  funds  should  not  be  used  to 
weatherize  shelters,  stating  that  other 
resources  are  available  for  shelters.  DOE 
and  133  commenters  believe  that  it  is 
appropriate  to  include  shelters  under 
WAP.  These  shelters  and  their 
occupants  generally  meet  all  of  WAP 
eligibility  criteria.  While  it  may  be  true 
in  some  States  that  other  resources  are 
available,  DOE  has  no  discretion  to 
eliminate  dwellings  that  are  otherwise 
eligible  on  that  basis.  Therefore, 

§  440.22(f)  specifically  authorizes 
weatherization  of  shelters  and  defines 
their  eligibility.  Further,  DOE  wishes  to 
clarify  that  shelters  such  as  group 
homes,  transitional  housing,  homes  for 
battered  women,  and  other  types  of 
living  arrangements  which  meet  the 
WAP  definition  of  a  shelter  are  dwelling 
luiits  which  are  eligible  for 
weatherization. 

EKDE  also  proposed  to  amend  §  440.3, 
as  required  by  the  Amending  Act,  to 
allow  States  to  include  under 
“weatherization  materials”  the 
following  items:  Cooling  efficiency 
modifications,  which  include 
replacement  air-conditioners, 
ventilation  equipment,  screening, 
window  films,  and  shading  devices. 


Standards  for  purchasing  these 
materials  are  listed  in  Appendix  A. 
Adding  these  measures  will  allow 
States,  especially  in  warm  climates,  to 
better  address  weatherization  priorities 
where  reducing  energy  consumption  fw 
cooling  requirements  is  {ust  as 
important  as  reducing  energy 
consumption  fcur  heating  requirements. 
Fifty-seven  commenters  supported  the 
additional  cooling  measures. 

With  respect  to  air  conditioners.  DCS 
proposed  to  allow  the  replacement  of 
existing  ones  only.  Air  conditioners 
include  window  units,  central  units, 
and  heat  pumps  which  perfimn  a  dual 
heating/cooling  function.  States  which 
opt  to  include  replacement  air 
conditioners  would  have  to  follow 
applicable  Federal,  State,  and  local 
environmental  laws  covering  the 
disposal  of  old  air  conditioners  due  to 
the  types  of  chemicals  used  in  these 
units.  The  costs  associated  with  the 
disposal  of  old  air  conditioners  which 
are  replaced  under  this  program  would 
be  an  allowable  program  cost.  Thirty- 
one  commenters  recommended  that  air 
conditioners  not  be  limited  to  warm 
States.  As  with  any  other  measure,  the 
energy  audit  proc^ure  must  determine 
whether  an  air  conditioner  should  be 
replaced.  Thus,  depending  on  the  audit 
results,  replacement  air  conditioners 
could  possibly  be  installed  in  both 
warm-  and  cold-weather  States.  Five 
commenters  recommended  against 
including  replacement  air  conditioners 
except  for  medical  reasons.  Still  other 
commenters  argued  against  the 
inclusion  of  air  conditioners  under  any 
circumstances.  However,  the  Amending 
Act  explicitly  requires  inclusion  of  this 
measure.  104  Stat.  1012.  Thus,  this 
measure  will  be  retained  in  the  final 
rule. 

With  respect  to  ventilation 
equipment,  DOE  proposed  to  amend 
appendix  A  to  include  ceiling  fans,  attic 
fans,  whole  house  fans,  and  evaporative 
coolers.  Most  comments  were  generally 
supportive,  and  DOE  has  retained  the 
change  in  the  final  rule.  Althou^ 
several  commenters  recommended 
adding  certain  other  types  of  ventilation 
equipment,  such  as  table  fans  and 
window  fans.  EKDE  has  decided  to 
exclude  them.  These  types  of  ventilation 
equipment  are  energy-inefficient  and 
therefore  not  cost-effective. 

E)espite  several  comments  received 
with  respect  to  shading  devices.  DOE 
believes  this  measure  should  continue 
to  be  limited  to  items  such  as  screens, 
window  films,  and  reflective  materials 
which  are  already  listed  in  appendix  A. 
Two  commenters  suggested  that  DOE 
include  window  shades,  window 
blinds,  and  fabricated  storm  windows 


treated  with  ultraviolet  plastic  as 
shading  devices.  Window  shades  and 
fabricated  storm  windows  treated  with 
plastic  window  films  are  already 
included  in  appendix  A.  Window  blinds 
have  been  add^  to  appendix  A  for  use 
as  a  shading  device.  Eleven  commenters 
suggested  that  trees  be  included  as 
shading  devices.  DOE  believes  that  trees 
are  not  a  viable  option  for  this  program 
because  of  the  considerable  amoimt  of 
time  it  takes  for  trees  to  grow  to  a  height 
which  would  provide  sufficient  shade  to 
cool  the  exterior  of  the  dwelling  unit. 
DOE  program  funds  would  be  b^er 
spent  on  measures  which  would 
provide  immediate  relief  from  areas 
experiencing  extreme  heat. 

As  a  result  of  comments  received, 

DOE  is  including  a  definition  for  the 
term  “capital-intensive  furnace  and 
cooling  efficifflicy  modifications”  which 
is  used  in  §  440.18(b)(2).  That  term 
refers  to  those  major  improvements 
which  require  the  expenditure  of  a 
substantial  amount  of  funds  to 
complete.  These  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  furnace  or  cooling  unit 
replacements,  certain  repairs  and 
replacement  of  parts  to  boilers  and 
furnaces,  replacement  of  wood  stoves, 
and  others  as  listed  in  appendix  A.  In 
the  absence  of  capital  intensive  furnace 
or  cooling  efficiency  modifications, 
those  items  which  are  not  capital- 
intensive  should  not  be  used  to  apply 
for  an  increase  to  the  average  per 
dwelling  rmit  limitation  on 
expenditures  under  §  41S(c)(4)(A)  of  the 
Act.  Examples  of  such  items  are  fomace 
or  cooling  unit  tune-ups,  repairs,  filters, 
or  other  inexpensive  modifications 
listed  in  appendix  A  which  improve  the 
efficiency  of  the  imit.  42  U.S.C. 
6865(c)(4)(A).  These  relatively  low-cost 
items  should  be  included  as  a  part  of  a 
State’s  regular  weatherization  program 
and  the  costs  absorbed  within  the 
annually  adjusted  average  per  dwelling 
unit  limitation  on  expenditures  under 
§  415(c)(3)  of  the  Act.  42  U.S.C 
6865(c)(3). . 

§440.12  State  Application 

EKDE  proposed  to  amend  this  section 
to  require  ^ates  to  include,  as  a  part  of 
their  application,  a  rental  plan 
implementing  the  provisions  in 
§  440.22(b)(3).  Several  commenters 
argued  for  modification  of  this  provision 
to  allow  greater  flexibility  for  States  to 
describe  and  update  as  necessary  what 
the  procedures  would  be  for  meeting  the 
requirements  of  §  440.22(b)(3).  DOE 
agrees  that  such  a  modification  is 
appropriate  because  the  primary 
responsibility  for  ensuring  that 
weatherization  benefits  accrue  to 
tenants  is  on  the  States.  42  U.S.C 
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6863^)(2):  1990  U.S.  Code  Cong,  and 
Admin.  News  1657.  Hie  content  of  the 
rental  plan  is  further  discussed  under 
§  440.22.  Therefore,  the  rental  plan 
requirement  in  §  440.12  has  been 
eliminated,  and  the  substance  of  it  has 
been  added  to  §  440.16(i)  in  order  to 
reflect  the  statutory  reouirement  on 
States  to  establish  implementing 
procedures  and  processes.  42  U.S.C. 
6863(b)(2)(B). 

§440.13  Local  Applications 

DOE  proposed  to  amend  §  440.13 
which  describes  what  actions  will  take 
place  in  the  event  a  local  applicant 
becomes  a  direct  grantee  or  ^e 
weatherization  program.  The  proposed 
amendment  is  largely  technical  and 
would  conform  §440.13  to  the  appeal 
procedures  in  §  440.30.  Since  there  were 
no  comments  received  to  this  proposed 
change,  it  has  been  adopted  in  the  final 
regulation. 

§440.14  State  Plans 

DOE  proposed  to  amend  this  section 
to  require  States  to  include  the  criteria 
they  will  use  for  providing  additional 
administrative  funds  to  subgrantees  as 
specified  in  §  440.18(d).  Also, 

§  440.14(b)(9)(xii)  was  proposed  to  be 
amended  to  include  the  phrase  “for  use 
statewide”  when  referring  to  the 
deHnition  of  low  income.  This  would 
clarify  that  a  State  must  use  the  same 
eligibility  criteria  throughout  the  State. 
That  is,  when  the  State  determines  what 
income  levels  it  will  use  for  determining 
low  income,  those  income  levels  would 
be  applied  uniformly  throughout  the 
State.  The  current  regulation  defines 
low  income  using  three  categories  and 
is  often  misinterpreted  to  mean  that  the 
State  can  use  any  or  all  of  the  categories; 
thus,  more  than  one  income  level  could 
possibly  be  used  throughout  the  State — 
for  example,  125  percent  of  poverty  for 
rural  areas  and  150  percent  of  poverty 
for  urban  areas.  DOE  wishes  to  make 
clear  that  a  State  may  not  use  more  than 
one  income  level  in  defining  low 
income.  Comments  received  in  these 
areas  were  supportive,  and  DOE  has 
retained  its  proposed  changes. 

Consistent  with  the  new  statutory 
amendments,  DOE  proposed  to  add 
§  440.14(b)(9)(xiv)  which  allows  DOE  to 
approve  established  plans  and 
procedures,  submitted  by  States  as  a 
part  of  the  State  plan,  for  using  Federal 
funds  to  increase  the  amount  of 
weatherization  assistance  that  a  State 
obtains  horn  non-Federal  sources 
including  private  sources.  States  may 
take  a  percentage  of  their  base  grant 
(including  Petroleum  Violation  Escrow 
funds  used  under  the  weatherization 
program)  or  a  percentage  of  their 


training  and  technical  assistance  funds 
or  a  portion  of  both  to  undertake 
leveraging  activities.  States  must 
identify  in  their  annual  plans  the 
specific  amount  of  funds,  details  of  how 
those  funds  will  be  used  for  obtaining 
non-Federal  resources  for  their 
weatherization  programs,  and  the 
expected  leveraging  effect  from  the  use 
of  those  Federal  funds.  States  must  also 
explain  how  the  amount  to  be  used  for 
leveraging  is  reasonable  when 
consider^  in  the  context  of  §  440.15(b) 
of  the  regulation  which  requires  funds 
to  be  allocated  on  the  basis  of  relative 
need  in  each  area. 

Thirty-five  commenters  expressed 
concern  that  leveraging  is  important,  but 
must  supplement,  not  supplant,  Federal 
allocations.  In  other  wor^.  States’ 
leveraging  of  funds  should  not  result  in 
less  Federal  funding  for  WAP.  DOE 
views  leveraged  funds  as  a  way  to 
supplement  rather  than  supplant  the 
Federal  allocations.  No  changes  in  the 
proposed  regulations  appear  necessary. 

Another  45  commenters  said  that  the 
regulations  regarding  leveraging  should 
be  more  flexible.  States  do  have  the 
flexibility  in  developing  leveraging 
approaches,  and  DOE  encourages  them 
to  be  innovative  with  their  ideas. 
However,  as  stated  above,  EXDE  does 
require  careful  planning  when  using 
program  funds  for  this  activity. 

Nineteen  commenters  felt  that  leveraged 
funds  should  not  be  required  to  be  used 
in  accordance  with  WAP  regulations. 
The  funds  discussed  in  this  section  are 
DOE  appropriated  funds  of  which  a 
limited  amount  may  be  used  to  conduct 
leveraging  activities.  The  types  of 
leveraging  imdertaken  pursuant  to  this 
provision  may  be  difierent  from  those 
leveraging  activities  under  the  incentive 
fund  provisions  of  the  Amending  Act. 

42  U.S.C.  6865(d), (e).  These  leveraged 
funds  obtained  and  used  under  this 
section  are  generally  not  considered 
“program  income”  under  10  CFR  part 
600  and,  therefore,  may  be  used  to 
conduct  activities  that  support  WAP  but 
are  not  subject  to  WAP  rules. 

IX)E  invited  comments  fi'om  States 
and  other  interested  parties  on  possible 
changes  that  could  be  made  to  ^is 
section  to  eliminate  duplication,  reduce 
unnecessary  paperwork,  and  help  ease 
the  reporting  requirements  consistent 
with  the  governing  Act.  Twenty-nine 
commenters  said  certain  sections  of  the 
application  and  plan  rarely  changed, 
and  it  is  a  duplication  of  effort  to 
provide  these  items  each  year  as  a  part 
of  the  plan  process.  EKDE  is  bound  by 
the  Act  to  certain  specific  content 
requirements;  however,  these 
requirements  are  in  some  instances 
redundant  and  unnecessary  to  repeat 


each  year  if  no  change  has  occurred. 
Thus,  E)OE  will  allow  States  to  submit 
only  those  sections  of  the  plan  which 
have  changed  bom  the  previous  year. 

The  sections  needing  changes  must  be 
updated  bv  the  States  as  warranted.  This 
action  will  help  to  streamline  the 
application  process  and  reduce  the 
amount  of  time,  efiort,  and  costs  that  go 
into  the  preparation  of  a  State  plan. 

DOE  pro^msed  to  amend  §  440.14(a)  to 
require  that  a  State  prepare  a  “court” 
transcript  of  State  plan  public  hearings. 
Four  commenters  suggested  that  to 
require  a  court  transcript  of  the  public 
hearing  on  the  State  plan  was 
unnecessary.  They  contended  that  the 
costs  associated  with  providing  a  court 
transcript,  which  requires  the  services 
of  a  court  reporter,  were  not  justified.  It 
was  their  view  that  a  State-supplied 
transcript,  regardless  of  whether  a  court 
reporter  was  used,  is  sufficient.  EKDE 
agrees  and  has  not  finalized  the 
proposed  amendment.  Section  440.14(a) 
continues  to  require  a  verbatim 
transcript  of  the  hearing  proceedings. 

§440.15  Subgrantees 

EKDE  also  proposed  to  clarify 
subgrantee  selection  and  removal 
procedures  in  §  440.15  by  adding  a  new 
paragraph  (e)  which  would  make  clear 
that  a  subgrantee  found  in  non- 
compliance  must  be  offered  a 
rulemaking-type  public  hearing  as  part 
of  the  removal  or  defunding  process. 
Grantees  have  sometimes  been  imsure  of 
procedural  requirements  when  they 
determine  to  replace  a  subgrantee  for 
non-compliance  or  for  other  reasons. 
EKDE  received  80  comments  in  response 
to  the  public  hearing  requirement. 

With  regard  to  terminations  during  a 
grant  period,  sixty-six  commenters 
suggested  that  EKDE  drop  the 
requirement  to  hold  a  rulemaking-type 
hearing  in  favor  of  an  “administrative” 
hearing  or  offer  the  State  the  choice  of 
either  type  of  hearing.  Fourteen 
commenters  supported  the  requirement 
for  a  rulemaking-type  hearing.  Most  of 
the  commenters  felt  that  the 
administrative  hearing  process  offers  the 
State  and  subgrantee  the  proper  forum 
for  resolving  disputes  with  legal 
representation  (if  desired).  They  also 
noted  that  under  most,  if  not  all.  State 
Administrative  Procedure  Acts  (APAs), 
subgrantees  would  be  able  to  receive  a 
fair  hearing  on  the  issues  involved. 
Additionally,  these  APAs  allow  afiected 
parties  to  appeal  to  a  State  court. 

With  regard  to  selection  of 
subgrantees  for  a  new  grant  period, 

§§  414(b)(4)  and  415(b)(1)  of  the  Act 
require  a  rulemaking-type  proceeding 
with  adequate  notice,  opportunity  for 
public  comment,  and  a  public  hearing. 
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42  U.S.C  6864(bK4),  6865(b)(1).  If  a 
State  proposes  to  substitute  a  new 
subgriintee  consistent  with  the 
Community  Actirai  Agency  preference 
in  §  440.15,  the  subgrantee  who 
previously  administered  the  program 
has  the  right  to  comment  on  the 
proposed  substitution  in  that  public 
hearing.  States  have  the  discretion  to 
establish  procedures  for  the  conduct  of 
such  a  public  hearing  including 
procedures  to  prevent  unduly  long  or 
repetitive  comments.  (DOE  has 
routinely  incorporated  such  procedures 
in  the  notices  of  proposed  rulemaking 
that  have  been  issued  for  WAP.) 

With  regard  to  termination  of  a 
subgrantee  by  a  grantee  during  a  grant 
period,  States  are  obligated  to  provide 
due  process  of  law  wUch  at  a  minimum 
means  adequate  notice  of  tbe  reasons  for 
termination  and  an  appropriate 
opportunity  to  be  he^.  Neither  the  Act 
nor  DOE  regulations  specifically  require 
that  particular  hearing  procedures 
used.  DOE  agrees  that  the  State  must 
have  procedural  requirements  which 
should  be  adequate  to  provide  a 
subgrantee  due  process  of  law.  No 
comments  were  received  to  suggest 
otherwise.  DOE  therefore  has  decided 
not  to  finalize  those  provisions  of  the 
proposed  rule  which  would  have 
obligated  the  States  to  use  a  rulemaking- 
type  hearing  for  a  termination 
proceeding.  Instead,  DOE  has 
substituted  the  more  limited 
requirement  that  a  State  may  only 
terminate  a  subgrantee  during  a  grant 
period  after  adequate  notice  and  an 
appropriate  opportimity  to  be  heard. 

§440.16  Minimum  Program 
Requirements 

Consistent  with  the  Amending  Act, 
DOE  proposed  to  add  clarifying 
language  to  §  440.16(b)  to  allow  States  to 
include  “children”  as  a  priority  group 
among  those  receiving  weatherization 
services.  The  Amending  Act  altered 
§  411(b)  of  the  Act.  42  U.S.C  6861(b).  by 
adding  the  word  "children”  to  the 
legislative  statement  of  “Purpose  and 
Findings.”  However,  the  Amending  Act 
did  not  alter  §  414(b)(2)  of  the  Act,  42 
U.S.C  6864(b)(2),  whic^  establish^  a 
priority  on  providing  weatherization 
services  for  elderly  and  handicapped 
persons  and  such  priority  as  the 
applicant  determines  is  appropriate  for 
single-family  or  other  hign  energy¬ 
consuming  dwelling  tmits.  Sixty-nine 
commenters  supported  adding 
“children”  as  a  priority,  and  another  39 
commenters  recommended  giving 
priority  to  elderly  persons  and  cUldren 
in  relation  to  the  amount  of  energy 
usage.  States,  in  establishing  priorities 
among  the  above  mentioned  groups. 


may  take  into  accoimt  eneiOT  usage. 

Since  the  reference  to  “childbren”  is  not 
contained  in  §  414(b)(2)  of  the  Act.  D(% 
has  determined  that  States  are  not 
required  to  include  childroi  at  the  same 
level  of  priority  as  the  eldwly  and 
handicapped,  although  States  may  do  so 
if  they  wish.  Thwefore,  DCS  has  made 
no  changes  to  §440.16^). 

No  adverse  comments  were  receiv^ 
regarding  §  440.16(d).  which  makes 
clear  that,  in  areas  where  it  is  difficult 
to  secure  the  services  of  volunteers, 
subgrantees  need  not  expend  limit^ 
resources  on  efforts  to  find  such 
workers.  Therefore,  the  proposed 
change  has  been  adopted  in  the  final 
rule. 

Paragraph  (g)  of  §  440.16  deals  with 
the  circumstances  which  warrant  a 
report  to  DOE  that  a  dwelling  unit  is 
“complete.”  DOE  proposed  to  amend 
that  para^ph  by  including  the  phrase 
“all  weamerization  materials  have  been 
installed.”  A  few  commenters  requested 
clarification  of  when  a  dwelling  imit  is 
“complete”  and  when  a  final  inspection 
has  bmn  performed.  DOE  believes  that, 
before  a  home  is  reported  as  complete, 
all  of  the  materials  associated  with  its 
weatherization  must  have  been 
installed,  and  the  imit  must,  in  feet,  be 
complete.  All  materials  installed  would 
include  any  relevant  heating  or  cooling 
modifications  or  replacements  made  to 
the  home,  and  the  final  inspection(s) 
would  ensure  that  all  necessary  work  to 
the  unit  has  been  completed  in  a 
satisfecitory  manner.  Since  no  adverse 
comments  were  received,  DOE  bas 
adopted  the  proposed  language  in  the 
final  rule. 

Consistent  with  the  addition  by  the 
Amending  Act  of  health  and  safety  as 
one  of  the  stated  statutory  purposes  in 
§  411(b)  of  the  Act.  42  U.S.C.  6863(b), 

§  440.16(h)  was  proposed  to  add  a 
requirement  that  procediures  be 
developed  by  the  State  to  ensure  that 
subgrantees  address  health  and  safety 
concerns  related  to  weatherization.  DOE 
received  a  total  of  243  comments  on  a 
variety  of  health  and  safety  issues.  DOE 
has  responded  to  these  comments  in 
part  by  making  §  440.16(h)  much  more 
specific. 

DOE  is  not  requiring  at  this  time  that 
States  address  any  specific  health  or 
safety  concern.  Rather,  DOE  expects 
each  State  to  develop  procedures  which 
provide  for  a  list  of  types  of  hazards  and 
related  costs  and  methods  of  abatement 
to  be  funded  under  10  CFR  part  440  and 
which  limit  such  expenditures  for  non- 
weatherization  materials  to  a  reasonable 
percent  of  average  dwelling  unit  costs  in 
light  of  the  primary  energy  conservation 
purpose  of  WAP.  The  list  (and  updates 
to  it)  would  be  submitted  with  an 


annual  financial  assistance  application 
for  DC^  approval. 

The  legislative  history  of  the 
Amending  Act  indicates  that  health  and 
safety  concerns  related  to 
weatherization  of  dwellings  occupied  by 
low-income  clients  are  of  special 
interest  to  the  Congress.  Accordingly. 
DOE  believes  that  States  should 
carefully  examine  their  programs  to 
ensure  these  concerns  are  being 
addressed.  However,  States  should  be 
aware  that  the  House  report  on  the 
Amending  Act  clearly  indicates  that 
subgrantees  should  bie  seeking  other 
funding  sources  to  pay  for  non-energy- 
related  health  and  safety  repairs.  See 
1990  U.S.  Code  Congressional  and 
Administrative  News.  1659. 

DOE  received  16  comments 
requesting  specific  guidance  in  this 
rulemaking  regarding  health  and  safety 
issues.  After  reviewing  health  and  saf^ 
procedures  of  the  States,  DOE  may 
provide  periodic  guidance  on  health 
and  safety  issues.  Further  responses  to 
comments  on  health  and  safety  issues  in 
this  rulemaking  appear  in  the 
discussion  below  of  amendments  to 
§  440.18(c)  and  440.21. 

§440.18  Allowable  Expenditures 

DOE  proposed  to  amend 
§  440.18(b)(1)  to  incorporate  provisions 
of  §  415(c)  of  the  Act  as  amended  which 
provides  that,  beginning  with  fiscal  year 
1991,  the  Statewide  average  of  $1,600 
per  dwelling  imit  shall  be  adjusted 
annually  by  increasing  the  previoiis  year 
limitation  amoimt  by  the  lesser  of:  (1) 
The  percentage  increase  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  the  previous 
year  or  (2)  three  percent  DOE  will 
notify  all  grantees  of  the  new 
expenditure  limit  in  grant  guidance  that 
is  issued  each  year.  No  adverse 
comments  were  received;  therefore. 

DOE  has  retained  the  language  in  the 
final  rule. 

In  addition  to  this  annual  increase, 
the  Amending  Act  provides  that  DOE 
shall,  upon  application  by  a  State, 
establiw  a  “separate”  average  per- 
dwelling-unit  limitation  for  dwelling 
imits  in  those  States  which:  (1)  Conform 
to  program  requirements;  and  (2)  in 
addition  to  any  other  weatherization 
modifications,  have  “furnace  or  cooling 
efficiency  modifications”  made  with 
program  funds.  The  phrase  “furnace 
efficiency  modifications”  is  not  defined 
by  the  Act,  but  the  legislative  history 
indicates  it  is  a  term  of  art  whidi  refers 
to  “major”  furnace  or  cooling  efficiency 
modifications,  i.e.,  capital  intensive 
(high  cost)  repairs  or  replacements.  See 
1990  U.S.  Code  Congressional  and 
Administrative  News,  1658-1659.  DCK 
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has  retained  §  440.18(b)(2)  to 
incorporate  this  waiver  in  the  final  rule. 

States  that  wish  to  apply  for  an 
increase  in  the  per-dwelling-unit 
average  must  propose  to  do,  as  a 
minimum,  “capital-  intensive  furnace  or 
cooling  efficiency  modifications”  as 
defined  in  §  440.3.  As  indicated  above 
in  the  discussion  of  that  definition, 
those  States  which  elect  to  perform  only 
low-cost  furnace  or  cooling  efficiency 
modifications,  such  as  hme-ups  or  other 
relatively  low-cost  efficiency 
improvements,  must  include  them 
within  the  current  limitations  of  the 
Statewide  per-dwelling-unit  average  as 
stated  in  §  440.18(b)(1).  Some  comments 
complained  generally  that  the  list  of 
“furnace  efficiency  modifications”  and 
“cooling  efficiency  modifications” 
under  the  definition  of  “weatherization 
materials”  in  $  440.3  lacks  enough 
specificity.  These  comments  did  not 
ofier  significant  suggestions  for 
amendments  to  promote  specificity.  The 
regulatory  language  ofiers  general 
definitions  with  some  examples  which 
DOE  believes  is  sufficient  to  be 
understood  and  applied.  No  further 
changes  to  the  proposed  definitions 
have  been  made. 

Proposed  §  440.18(b)(2)  deals  with  the 
application  requirements  for  a  separate 
Statewide  average  for  dwelling  \mits 
with  “furnace  efficiency  modifications.” 
Under  this  section,  all  State  applications 
to  increase  the  per-dwelling-vmit 
average  must  be  accompanied  by 
supporting  documentation  on  the  costs 
associated  with  furnace  or  cooling 
efficiency  modifications  in  that  State. 
Seventy-seven  commenters 
recommended  that  DOE  remove 
“capital-intensive”  from  this  section  or 
broaden  the  definition.  The  Amending 
Act  is  clear  that  this  separate  average 
will  apply  only  to  those  homes  selected 
for  furnace  efficiency  modifications 
involving  major  repairs  or  replacements 
which  necessarily  are  capital  intensive. 
States  which  apply  to  DOE  for  a 
“separate”  Statewide  average  for  doing 
capital-intensive  improvements  may 
include  in  their  request  the  costs  of  all 
furnace  and  cooling  modifications 
(including  tune-ups,  filters,  etc.)  on 
those  units  when  determining  the 
“separate”  amount  of  funds  to  be 
requested  for  those  specific  units. 
Ei^ty-six  commenters  supported  the 
“smarate”  average. 

Fourteen  commenters  suggested  that 
DOE  allow  States  to  combine  all  homes 
into  one  average,  while  42  commenters 
felt  the  maximum  avei^e  per-unit  limit 
should  be  eliminated.  They  believe  that 
maintaining  a  separate  average  for 
dwelling  units  with  furnace  efficiency 
modifi(.ations  is  too  burdensome. 


However,  as  previously  noted,  the 
statutory  language  is  clear  that  States 
must  maintain  a  “separate”  average  for 
these  units  and,  therefore,  DOE  has 
retained  it.  The  following  example 
illustrates  how  the  requirement  for 
separate  averages  should  work.  State  X 
plans  to  weatherize  1,000  units,  and 
estimates  that  30  percent  of  the  units 
wilk  receive  furnace  or  cooling  measures 
that  qualify  for  the  separate  higher 
average.  The  State  estimates  the  average 
cost  for  the  300  units  to  be  $3,000,  and 
DOE  approves  the  State  application  as  a 
separate  average  for  those  units.  The 
remaining  700  imits  that  do  not  receive 
the  qualifying  furnace  or  cooling 
modifications  cannot  exceed  the 
annually  adjusted  per  dwelling  imit 
average  under  §  440.18(b)(1).  Tlie  State 
would  have  to  maintain  data  and  report 
to  DOE  on  each  of  the  averages,  one 
average  for  those  dwellings  which 
qualify  for  the  higher  average 
expenditure,  and  the  average  discussed 
in  §  440.18(b)(1)  for  those  dwellings 
which  do  not. 

DOE  proposed  to  add  §  440.18(c)(12) 
to  allow  the  costs  of  weatherization 
program  financial  audits  to  be  charged 
as  a  separate  program  support  cost. 

These  costs  are  currently  charged  under 
the  administrative  cost  category. 
Experience  indicates  that  the  percentage 
limitation  on  that  category  is  an 
imdesirable  incentive  to  skimp  on 
financial  audits.  While  18  commenters 
opposed  making  this  a  separate 
allowable  cost  category,  72  commenters 
were  in  support  of  this  idea.  Since  this 
proposed  amendment  would  enable 
States  to  press  for  more  rigorous 
financial  auditing  to  prevent  waste,  DOE 
has  retained  it  in  the  final  rule. 

The  Amending  Act  provides  that 
States  may  increase  the  p»ercentage  of 
subgrantee  administrative  funds  up  to 
an  additional  5  percent  for  those 
subgrantees  receiving  grants  of  less  than 
$350,000  in  DOE  appropriated  dollars. 
DOE  proposed  to  implement  this 
provision  by  amending  the  language  in 
§  440.18(d)  to  require  States  to  provide 
in  their  plans  the  criteria  they  will  use 
in  carrying  out  this  provision.  While 
DOE  encourages  States  to  develop  their 
own  guidelines  for  the  increase,  the 
procedures  for  deciding  which  of  the 
eligible  subgrantees  should  receive 
additional  ^ds  and  what  additional 
percentage  they  may  use  must  be 
addressed  as  a  part  of  the  plan  and  will 
be  reviewed  by  DOE  for  reasonableness. 
The  limit  for  maximum  administrative 
expenditures  by  a  State  remains 
unchanged  at  5  percent.  DOE  received 
41  comments  favoring  the  method  of 
implementing  this  requirement; 


therefore,  it  has  been  retained  in  the 
final  rule. 

DOE  proposed  to  amend  $  440.18  by 
adding  paragraph  (c)(14)  which  would 
permit  ffie  expenditure  of  funds  for 
leveraging  activities  by  States,  discussed 
above  in  the  explanation  of  proposed 
amendments  to  §  440.14(b)(9)(3dv).  No 
adverse  comments  were  received,  and 
DOE  has  retained  it. 

As  indicated  earlier,  there  is  statutory 
authority  for  expending  WAP  funds  on 
elimination  of  energy-related  health  and 
safety  hazards.  Consistent  with  that 
discussion,  DOE  has  added  a  new 
paragraph  (c)(15)  to  the  list  of  allowable 
costs  in  §  440.18,  covering  costs 
attributable  to  the  necessary  elimination 
of  such  hazards  before,  or  as  a  result  of, 
installation  of  weatherization  materials. 
An  example  of  such  a  hazard  would  be 
carbon  monoxide  exposure  from  a  gas- 
fired  unvented  space  heater  in  a 
dwelling  where  DOE  installs 
weatherization  materials  to  insulate  and 
otherwise  reduce  air  infiltration.  If  DOE- 
approved  State  procedures  allow  for 
elimination  of  such  a  hazard  with  DOE 
funds,  then  the  cost  is  allowable.  As  a 
technical  and  conforming  change,  a 
cross  reference  to  new  paragraph  (c)(15) 
has  been  added  to  paragraph  (b)  of 
§  440.18  to  provide  that  health  and 
safety  costs  are  subject  to  the  average 
per  dwelling  unit  cost  limitation. 

Section  §  440.18(e)(2)(iii)  proposed  to 
amend  the  cut-off  date  fiom  September 
30, 1979,  to  September  30, 1981,  under 
which  States  may  reweatherize  a  imit. 
DOE  received  220  comments  favoring 
extending  the  cut-off  date  to  Septem^r 
30, 1985,  the  date  when  expenditures 
were  raised  to  the  current  annually 
adjusted  average  limit  to  account  for 
expanded  mechanical  measures  allowed 
in  the  program.  Along  with  commenters 
favoring  extension  of  the  cut-off  date, 
251  commenters  suggested  that  States 
should  be  allowed  to  count  all  or  at  least 
a  percentage  of  these  reweatherized 
units  as  completions. 

Thirty-eight  commenters  opposed  a 
new  audit  requirement  for 
reweatherization.  Twenty-five 
commenters  supported  requiring  a  new 
audit.  DOE  will  continue  to  require  that: 
these  units  receive  a  new  energy  audit 
that  takes  into  account  any  previous 
improvements  to  the  dwelling;  and 
these  \mits  are  reported  to  DOE 
separately  fi’om  the  completion  of 
homes  that  have  not  been 
reweatherized.  EKDE  will  allow  States  to 
count  these  reweatherized  units  as 
completions  for  the  purposes  of 
compliance  with  §  440.18(b).  Thirty- 
nine  commenters  recommended 
eliminating  cut-ofi  dates  and  allowing 
reweatherization  of  units  which  are  5 
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years  or  older,  while  17  commenters 
oR^ered  various  other  cut-off  dates.  DOE 
will  extend  the  cut-off  date  to 
September  30. 1985,  which  would  allow 
States  to  return  to  those  homes  where 
significant  weatherization  opporUmities 
may  have  been  overlooked  because  the 
average  dwelling  cost  limitation  was 
$1,000  or  less. 

The  number  of  reweatherized  units 
expected  to  be  completed  in  a  State 
must  be  identified  in  the  State  plan. 

DOE  will  give  the  States  flexibility  in 
this  area  by  deferring  to  them  on  the 
question  of  whether  and  to  what  extent 
there  should  be  a  limitation  on  the 
number  of  reweatherized  units  that  can 
be  done.  However,  DOE  reminds  States 
that  while  reweatherization  is  an 
important  issue,  there  remain  nearly  18 
million  homes  that  have  received  no 
assistance. 

§440.19  Labor 

One  State  requested  that  DOE  clarify 
§  440.19(a)(2)  by  removing  the  phrase 
"to  install  weatherization  materials.” 
That  phrase  was  removed  in  1981  after 
notice  and  comment  and  reinserted  in 
1984  inadvertently.  Compare  46  FR 
29242,  29245  (June  1, 1981)  with  49  FR 
3624,  3627,  3634  (January  27. 1984). 
Today  DOE  corrects  the  1984  error  by 
removing  the  subject  phrase. 

§  440.21  Standards  and  Techniques 
for  Weatherization 

DOE  proposed  to  add  clarifying 
language  to  §  440.21(b)  to  make  dear 
that  only  those  weatherization  materials 
that  are  listed  in  Appendix  A  of  this 
regulation  can  be  pii^ased  with  DOE 
funds.  Some  subgrantees  and  potential 
material  suppliers  continue  to  believe 
that  the  standards  in  Appendix  A  apply 
only  to  materials  listed  there.  They 
believe  materials  not  listed  in  appendix 
A  may  be  purchased  and  installed 
without  the  need  to  meet  any  standard. 
DOE  believes  this  clarification  will 
ensure  that  only  weatherization 
materials  that  are  listed  in  appendix  A 
may  be  purchased  with  DOE  funds. 
However,  a  State  may  submit  an 
unlisted  material  to  DOE  at  any  time  for 
evaluation  and  possible  addition  to 
appendix  A.  Please  note,  however,  that 
materials  used  to  complete  incidental 
repairs  or  eliminate  health  and  safety 
hazards  generally  are  not 
"weatherization  materials”  and. 
therefore,  are  not  required  to  be  listed  or 
to  meet  the  standards  in  appendix  A. 

Section  415(a)  of  the  Act  as  amended, 
42  U.S.C.  6865(a).  authorizes  DOE  to 
grant  a  waiver  from  the  40  percent 
Statewide  average  for  weatherization 
materials  expenditures  based  on 
voluntary  State  adoption  of  energy  audit 


procedures  more  rigorous  than  those 
currently  reqiiired  by  the  program 
regulations.  Among  other  thi^s,  the  Act 
specifically  reqviir^  measurement  of 
the  "rate  of  retiim”  on  the  "total 
conservation  investment"  but  did  not 
define  those  terms.  DOE  proposed  a 
number  of  provisions  designed  to 
implement  the  waiver  provisions  of  the 
Act  as  well  as  provisions  designed  to 
strengthen  the  base  program  procedure 
in  the  existing  regulations  (Project 
Retro-Tech  and  the  alternate  audit 
procedure).  DOE  received  over  300 
comments  arguing  that  the  provisions 
proposed  for  the  base  program  audit  and 
for  the  waiver  audit  were  too  restrictive 
and  would  have  many  undesirable 
effects  inconsistent  with  legislative 
intent. 

Base  Program  Audit  Comments. 
Twenty-nine  commenters  said  that  the 
April  1, 1993,  implementation  deadline 
for  base  program  changes  does  not 
provide  enough  time  and  that  there  is 
V  not  sufficient  funding  available  to 
implement  the  proposed  changes  at  the 
local  level.  Fur&er,  commenters 
thought  that  the  effort  to  upgrade  the 
base  program  energy  auditing 
requirements  through  the  prescriptive 
approach  proposed  in  the  NOPR  would 
severely  restrict  the  State  flexibility 
when  Congress  did  not  indicate  a  ■ 
specific  intent  to  impose  changes  on 
those  requirements. 

Waiver  Audit  Comments.  One 
hundred  eleven  commenters  were 
concerned  with  §  440.21(g)  which 
proposed  to  require  the  use  of  "site- 
specific  data”  (rather  than  data  fit)m 
typical  dwellings)  as  part  of  a  State 
energy  audit  prior  to  DOE  granting  a 
waiver.  States  and  local  agencies  argued 
that  requiring  such  data  would  involve 
complex  and  time-consuming 
operations  that  would  not  necessarily 
result  in  significant  additional  energy 
savings.  One-hundred  twelve 
commenters  suggested  that  repeated 
cost-effectiveness  tests  are  not  required 
for  measures  that  have  already  been 
proven  to  be  consistently  justified. 

Those  commenters  said  that  a 
computerized  audit  can  be  effectively 
used,  however,  to  develop  decision  trees 
and  priority  lists.  Eighty-seven 
commenters  said  that  one  uniform  audit 
is  not  practical,  and  7  commenters 
indicated  that  data  required  by  the  audit 
procediure  was  not  alwavs  available.  The 
requirement  to  blower-door  test  all  units 
as  a  prerequisite  to  a  waiver  was  also 
questioneo  by  76  commenters  on  the 
grounds  that  these  tests  are  not 
appropriate  for  certain  heating  systems, 
climatic  conditions,  types  of  units  (such 
as  multi-family),  and  other 
circumstances. 


The  proposal  to  include  aJJ  significant 
costs  (not  just  material  and  labor  costs) 
in  calculating  the  "total  conservation 
investment”  when  testing  for  cost- 
effectiveness  received  a  wide  variety  of 
critical  comments.  Forty-four 
commenters  said  that  client  education 
would  he  eliminated  frum  their 
programs  if  the  costs  of  such  education 
were  deemed  part  of  the  "total 
conservation  investment.”  It  should  be 
noted  that  it  was  never  the  DOE  intent 
to  require  the  inclusion  of  such 
education  costs,  which  are  now 
excluded  from  Ae  costs  required  under 
the  average  cost  per  home  limit.  Three- 
himdred  sixty-four  commenters 
suggested  that  health  and  safety  costs  to 
eliminate  hazards  should  be  exempt 
from  any  cost-effectiveness  test  because 
they  are  generally  associated  with  the 
heating  or  cooling  imit  in  the  home  and 
could  be  life-threatening.  Such  costs  in 
many  cases  would  not  meet  a  savings- 
to-investment  ratio  (SIR)  requirement. 
Commenters  also  said  that  the  inclusion 
of  all  incidental  repair  (103 
commenters)  and  transportation  costs 
(53  commenters),  if  bound  by  a  SIR, 
would  preclude  the  installation  of 
certain  measures  in  certain  units  even 
though  these  measures  are  proved  cost- 
effective  when  installed  as  part  of  a 
comprehensive  weatherization  package. 
In  addition,  subgrantees  that  must  travel 
great  distances  could  be  forced  to 
restrict  weatherization  of  some  units 
solely  on  the  basis  of  travel  costs  needed 
to  reach  those  units.  It  should  be  noted 
that  it  was  never  the  DOE  intent  to 
require  calculation  of  transportation 
costs  for  individual  units,  but  rather  for 
an  estimate  of  average  program 
transportation  costs  to  be  considered  in 
determining  measure  cost-effectiveness. 
One-hundred  fifty  commenters 
suggested  that  other  methods  to 
calculate  payback  or  efficiency  gains 
should  be  considered.  Twenty-six 
commenters  were  opposed  to 
discounting  future  energy  cost  savings. 
Those  commenters  said  that,  if  energy 
savings  are  to  be  discounted,  then  fuel 
cost  escalation  should  also  be  taken  into 
account. 

Based  on  the  comments  received. 

DOE  has  modified  §440.21  in  the  final 
rule  to  reflect  the  need  for  more 
flexibility  as  indicated  by  the 
preponderance  of  those  comments.  DOE 
Mlieves  this  flexibility  will  allow  State 
and  local  program  operators  to 
maximize  energy  saving  efforts  while 
dealing  responsibly  with  the  many 
related  health  and  safety  issues  that 
arise  during  the  weatherization  work. 

DOE  continues  to  assume  States  are 
accountable  for  achieving  the  energy 
savings  and  efficiency  improvements 
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antidpatad  by  the  legUlation.  DCffi 
believes  that  States  can  be  encouraged 
to  improve  the  level  of  program 
performance  through  improved  audit 
and  related  techniques  d^gned  to  get 
the  best  benefit  for  the  Federal  dollars 
spent  lAQule  DC£  believes  that  States 
should  be  held  accountable  for 
maximizing  energy  savings  for  low- 
income  clients,  DOE  accepts  that 
incremental  steps  are  necessary  to  attain 
this  olqective  and  agrees  vrith  the 
Congress  that  the  60/40  waiver 
incentive  will  move  the  program  toward 
greater  achievement 

Final  Base  Program  Audit  Procedures. 
DOE  believes  that  a  primary  objective  of 
the  Weetherization  Assistance  Program 
is  to  provide  cost-effective  energy 
savings  and  related  benefits  to  low- 
income  households.  Throu^  the  use  of 
improved  energy  audit  memods  and 
effective  program  management,  DOE 
believes  that  this  program  objective  can 
be  achieved.  However,  DOE  remains 
concerned  that  existing  weatherization 
activities  may  be  significantly  less  cost- 
efiective  than  they  could  be  and,  in 
some  areas,  program  costs  may  exceed 
the  resulting  benefits  to  low-income 
households. 

There  are  numerous  factors  that  may 
be  reducing  the  cost-effectiveness  of 
existing  weatherization  activities, 
several  of  which  have  their  basis  in  long 
standing  DOE  regulations  or  program 
procedures.  For  example,  under  DOE 
regulations.  States  and  local  agencies 
may  exclude  fiom  their  cost- 
efiectiveness  calculations  for  individual 
measures  a  substantial  percentage  of  the 
costs  of  weatherizing  individual  homes. 
Additionally,  DOE  regulations  do  not 
require  States  to  set  any  limits  on  the 
amount  of  general  beat  waste  reduction 
measures  or  energy-related  repairs  that 
may  be  installed  on  individual  homes, 
although  many  States  have  established 
such  limits. 

While  DOE  proposed  a  numbor  of 
changes  to  the  ba^  program  audit 
procedures,  it  has  chosen  not  to  include 
any  of  these  changes  in  the  final  rule  in 
order  to  give  States  an  opportunity  to 
adopt  voluntarily  the  procedures 
necessary  to  obtain  a  waiver  from  the  40 
percent  materials  cost  requirement  or  to 
take  other  steps  to  enhance  achievement 
of  the  program’s  objectives.  It  is  also 
anticipated  that  the  results  of  the  major 
DCffi-fonded  Weatherization  Assistance 
Program  evaluation,  which  is  nearing 
completion,  will  provide  better 
informatimi  upon  which  to  base  further 
Federal,  State,  or  local  actions  to 
improve  the  effectiveness  of  the 
program.  Based  on  the  results  of  this 
evaluatimi  and  the  actions  of  States  and 
local  agencies,  DOE  intends  to 


reconsider  whether  further  dianges  to 
the  regulations  governing  existms 
weath^zation  mograms  are  needed. 

Although  the  Department  has  decided 
not  to  malm  large-scale  changes  to  the 
base  audit  prooi^ures  at  this  time,  DC^ 
wishes  to  make  clear  its  concern  about 
the  inadequacies  inherent  in  the  Project 
Retro-Tech  audit.  DOE  remains 
interested  in  phasing  out  the  use  of  this 
audit  which  places  undue  weight  on  the 
installation  of  general  heat  waste 
‘measures  and  has  other  limitations.  But 
DOE  recognizes  the  difficulties  of 
making  major  chan^  in  the  program’s 
energy  audit  procedurea  and,  therefore, 
believes  it  is  logical  to  postpone 
regulatory  action  on  the  baM  audit  until 
States  have  had  an  opportunity  to 
assimilate  the  60/40  waiver  energy 
audits  and  to  respond  to  the  DOE 
intention  that  the  program  improve  its 
eneiOT  savings. 

DOE  believes  that  those  States  and 
local  agencies  that  choose  not  to  seek  a 
waiver  from  the  40  percent  material  cost 
minimum  should  modify  their  existing 
programs  to  incorporate  as  many  as 
possible  of  the  procedures  required  for 
such  waivers.  Specifically,  D^ 
encourages  States,  particularly  those 
continuing  to  use  F^ject  Retro-Tech,  to 
consider  the  following  steps  to  improve 
the  cost-efiectiveness  of  their  programs. 

First,  avoid  installing  any  measures 
that  are  not  cost-efiective,  even  though 
DOE  regulations  do  not  preclude  the 
installation  of  such  measures. 

Second,  clearly  define  and  limit  the 
installation  of  general  heat  waste 
reduction  measures.  While  measures 
such  as  weatherstripping  and  caulking 
are  usually  cost-effective  and  for  this 
reason  are  automatically  classified  as 
the  number  one  priority  by  Project 
Retro-Tech  and  related  audits,  DOE  is 
aware  that  stune  local  programs  have 
placed  excessive  emphasis  on  sudi 
measures  (without  using  adequate 
diagn(»tic  techniques)  and,  in  some 
instances,  have  included  in  this 
category  inappropriate  measures. 

Tmrdf,  set  limits  on  the  costs  incurred 
performing  measure-related  incidental 
repairs  to  ensure  that  they  do  not  exceed 
the  net  cost  savings  expect^  to  result 
from  weatherization  measures  being 
installed. 

With  respect  to  the  estimates  of 
measure  costs  used  in  determining  cost- 
effectiveness,  States  should  review  the 
estimates  of  measure  costs  to  ensure  that 
they  accurately  represent  the  current 
costs  of  installing  measures.  In  this 
regard,  a  few  comments  suggested  the 
ne^  to  clarify  a  longstanding 
interpretation  of  the  existing  rule.  In 
calculating  labor  costs  for  puiposes  of 
evaluating  a  weatherization  material  for 


cost-eSectiveness  under  section  440.21, 
all  on-aite  supervisory  costs  must  be 
included  in  tne  cost-efiectiveness , 
cakulations.  In  addition.  States  and 
local  agencies  may  exceed  the  minimum 
requiremmits  fw  costs  that  have  to  be 
considered  by  including  othm*  hmne 
weatherization  costs  (e.g.,  tools  and 
transportation).  Althou^  today’s  rule 
does  not  require  the  indusion  of  these 
additional  costs,  DCS  encourages  the 
States  to  do  so  wherever  feasible. 

Finally,  consistent  with  the  statutory 
riority  on  assisting  the  elderly  and 
andicapped.  States  should  consider  the 
adoption  of  procedures  to  identify  and 
give  priority  consideration  to  those 
homes  that  may  offer  the  greatest 
potential  for  energy  and  energy  cost 
savings  from  the  installation  of 
weatherization  measures.  State  and 
local  agencies  are  reminded  that  the 
selection  of  homes  to  be  weatherized 
affects  the  overall  cost-effectiveness  of 
the  program.  The  energy  auditor  should 
examine  the  condition  of  each  home  to 
insure  that  the  home  in  which  the 
eligible  person  lives  will  receive  the 
m^mum  benefit  of  the  weatherization 
services  provided.  Homes  that  need 
rehabilitation  (extensive  repairs)  are  not 
the  most  cost-effective  sites  for 
weatherization  until  after  rehabilitaticm 
work  has  been  completed.  Such  homes 
should  be  referred  to  other  Federal  or 
State  programs  which  provide  for 
rehabilitation.  Furthermore,  States 
should  work  toward  implementing 
advanced  energy  audits  which  not  only 
ensure  the  selection  of  the  most  cost- 
efiective  measures  to  install  in  a  home, 
but  also  ensure  that  the  priority  of  those 
eligible  homes  to  be  weatherized  will 
result  in  the  maximum  program 
effectiveness. 

Even  with  such  improvements. 

Project  Retro-Tech  audits  would  still 
have  many  shortcomings.  Therefore,  . 
DOE  strongly  encourages  all  States  to 
move  rapidly  to  the  60/40  waiver  miergy 
audits.  Those  few  States  that  do  not 
adopt  a  60/40  waiver  energy  audit 
would  then  be  the  only  ones  affected  by 
changes  1X)E  may  make  later  to  the  base 
energy  audit  procedures.  The  following 
explanation  is  given  of  the  DOE 
approach  to  the  60/40  waiver  audit 
reouirements. 

Final  Waiver  Audit  Procedures.  The 
final  standards  for  the  waiver  audit 
procedures  are  far  more  flexible  than 
those  DOE  proposed.  They  omit  most 
parts  of  the  proposal  which  drew  heavy 
criticism  in  the  public  comments.  DOE 
has  substituted  revised  regulatory 
provisions  which,  as  described  below, 
should  prove  acceptable  to  most  States 
or  are  required  by  law.  Section 
440.21(h)(1)  will  require  that  a  State 
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audit  must  treat  the  house  as  a  system 
by  examining  the  heating  and  cooling 
system  for  efficiency,  the  air  exchange 
system,  the  occupants’  living  habits  and 
needs,  and  make  appropriate  changes  to 
the  priority  of  the  measures  installed  on 
the  dwelling  unit.  Section  411(b)  of  the 
Act,  as  amended,  42  U.S.C.  6861(b). 
states  that  the  purpose  of  the 
weatherization  program  is  to  increase . 
the  energy  efficiency  of  dwellings 
occupied  by  low-income  persons, 
reduce  their  energy  expenditures,  and 
improve  their  health  and  safety. 
Therefore,  the  audit  must  include 
provisions  that  allow  an  examination  of 
the  rate  of  energy  use  (i.e.,  energy 
efficiency  concerns)  as  well  as  energy 
savings  concerns.  In  the  case  of  an 
electric  space  heater,  the  existing  one 
may  only  heat  one  room.  A  new,  more 
efficient  and  safe  space  heater  may 
allow  heating  of  more  rooms  efficiently 
but  not  save  energy.  In  areas  where 
cooling  needs  are  considered 
significant,  the  audit  must  address  both 
heating  and  cooling  needs.  In 
formulating  energy  audit  procedures. 
States  should  take  into  account  that 
cooling,  as  distinguished  from  heating, 
is  sometimes  purely  for  comfort  rather 
than  a  necessity  of  life. 

DOE  has  abandoned  the  proposed 
requirement,  drawn  from  legislative 
history,  to  use  blower  doors  to 
determine  the  extent  to  which 
weatherization  materials  to  reduce 
general  heat  waste  are  appropriate.  The 
comments  pointed  out  that  the  use  of 
such  tests  is  inappropriate  in  some 
types  of  buildings.  DOE  has  substituted 
a  generic  provision  in  §  440.21(h)  for 
use  of  advanced  diagnostic  and 
assessment  techniques  consistent  with 
sound  engineering  practices.  E)OE 
intends  to  provide  information 
regarding  such  techniques  to  the  States 
who  can  decide  whether  to  include 
them  or  others  which  they  can  support 
in  a  waiver  audit  application. 

DOE  proposed  a  discounted  savings  to 
investment  ratio  to  determine  cost 
effectiveness  and  assign  priorities 
among  weatherization  materials  under  a 
waiver  audit.  In  response  to  criticism  in 
public  comments.  DOE  has  revised  the 
requirements  for  calculating  such  ratios 
and  the  manner  in  which  they  are  to  be 
used.  Paragraphs  440.21(h)(5)  through 
(h)(7)  are  the  relevant  provisions  in  the 
final  rule.  Except  for  certain  general 
heat  waste  reduction  weatherization  * 
materials  (discussed  below),  paragraph 
(h)(5)  requires  calculation  of  a 
discounted  savings  to  investment  ratio 
with  investment  costs  limited  to 
basically  the  same  costs  considered 
under  the  base  program  audit  and  any 
other  significant  costs  required  by  the 


State.  Health  and  safety  costs  are 
excluded  because  the  materials  used  to 
abate  hazards  are  not  weatherization 
materials. 

As  under  the  base  program.  States 
should  ensure  that  estimates  of  measure 
costs  accurately  represent  the  current 
costs  of  installing  measures,  including 
all  costs  of  materials,  labor,  and  on-site 
supervision.  In  addition.  States  and 
local  agencies  may  exceed  the  minimum 
requirements  for  costs  that  have  to  be 
considered  by  including  other  home 
weatherization  costs  (e.g.,  tools  and 
transportation).  Altho\i^  today's  rule 
does  not  require  the  indusion  of  these 
additional  costs.  DOE  encoura^s  the 
States  to  do  so  wherever  faasible.  The 
advantage  of  doing  so  is  to  avoid 
marginally  cost-effective  investments 
and  to  focus  scarce  program  resources 
where  the  need  is  greatest. 

Each  weatherization  material  would 
have  to  be  cost-effective,  i.e.,  the  ratio 
would  have  to  be  greater  than  or  equal 
to  one.  Although  some  commenters 
argued  against  such  a  requirement,  DOE 
does  not  think  that  Congress  intended  to 
authorize  waiver  of  the  40  percent 
materials  provision  of  the  Act  to 
facilitate  use  of  program  funds  for  cost 
infective  weatherization  materials. 

Paragraph  (h)(6)  of  §  440.21  requires 
establishment  of  priorities  among 
weatherization  materials  in  descending 
order  of  their  cost  effectiveness  ratios. 
That  paragraph  requires  adjustment  in 
light  of  interaction  between 
architectural  and  mechanical 
weatherization  materials  and 
elimination  of  those  materials  which,  as 
a  result  of  the  adjustment,  have  an 
adjusted  ratio  below  one. 

Consistent  with  the  statutory 
requirement  to  measure  the  “rate  of 
retvirn”  on  the  “total  conservation 
investment,”  paragraph  (h)(7)  of 
§  440.21  provides,  with  the  possible 
exception  of  general  heat  waste 
reduction  weatherization  materials,  for 
calculation  of  an  overall  discoimted 
savings  to  investment  ratio  comparing 
the  cumulative  net  fuel  cost  savings  of 
all  weatherization  materials  to  be 
installed  to  the  cumulative  investment 
costs  considered  under  paragraph  (h)(5) 
and  (h)(6)  and  incidental  repair  costs. 
Incidental  repairs,  by  definition  in 
§  440.3,  involve  repairs  necessary  for  the 
effective  performance  or  preservation  of 
weatherization  materials.  They, 
therefore,  are  properly  categorized  as  a 
part  of  the  “total  conservation 
investment”  as  that  term  is  used  in  the 
Act. 

DOE  has  not  accepted  comments 
arguing  against  the  desirability  of 
discoiuiting  future  energy  cost  savings 
to  present  value.  Discounting  adds 


needed  accuracy  in  estimating  the  net 
fuel  cost  savings  of  high-cost 
weatherization  materials  with  long 
useful  lives  which  were  practically 
precluded  by  average  unit  cost 
limitations  in  the  euly  years  of  WAP. 
Moreover,  as  explains  in  the  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking,  discounting  is 
necessary  to  make  the  SIR  equivalent 
enough  to  an  actual  rate  of  ret\im.  DOE 
also  rejects  the  idea  of  adjiisting  the 
discount  rate  for  externalities  b^use 
such  an  adjustment  would  be  an 
arbitrary  distortion  which  could  result 
in  significant  misallocation  of  scarce 
resources.  However,  in  response  to 
comments,  DOE  has  provided  for  a  real 
discount  rate  adjusted  by  DOE  region  for 
energy  cost  escalation  predicted  by  the 
DOE  Energy  Information 
Administration.  Each  year  DOE  will 
provide  to  the  States  tables  with  factors 
reflecting  both  the  discoimt  rate  and  the 
regional  ener^  cost  escalation  rates. 

States  may^ve  the  discoimt  rate 
adjusted  for  energy  cost  escalation 
unchanged  for  up  to  5  years,  although 
DOE  will  issue  a  new  discount  rate  each 
year.  Consequently,  States  will  not  have 
to  change  the  audit  calculations,  priority 
lists,  and  other  related  program 
procedures  on  a  yearly  basis.  DOE 
believes  it  would  be  unnecessarily 
disruptive  to  implement  such  a 
requirement,  although  it  does  not 
preclude  a  State  from  doing  so. 

With  regard  to  the  requirement, 
drawn  from  the  Act,  to  “account  for 
interaction  among  energy  efficiency 
measures.”  DOE  ^lieves  that  the  only 
significant  interaction  of  measures  is 
that  which  occurs  when  mechanical 
measures  (other  than  furnace  tune-ups) 
are  used  in  conjunction  with  building 
envelope  measures.  Where  this  occurs, 
an  iterative  calculation  procedure  must 
be  used  to  reassess  potential  energy 
savings  whenever  the  two  types  of 
weatherization  materials  are  installed  in 
the  same  dwelling.  The  audit  must  use 
the  savings  due  to  the  first 
weatherization  materials  chosen  to 
adjust  the  priority  of  all  other  potential 
measures.  The  audit  must  repeat  this 
process  each  time  the  material  selection 
changes  from  mechanical  to 
architectural  or  the  reverse.  Audits  that 
are  computerized  can  be  easily  revised 
to  make  these  calculations.  Non¬ 
computerized  audits  can  be  revised  to 
account  for  such  interactions  also,  but 
the  number  of  hand  calculations  that 
may  have  to  be  made  may  be 
cumbersome  unless  the  audit  limits  the 
number  and  type  of  measures  to  be 
considered. 

In  response  to  criticism  of  the 
proposed  requirement  for  site-specific 
audits  for  all  dwelling  units,  DOE  has 
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added  §  440.21(i)  to  describe  the 
procedures  for  States  using  priority  lists 
under  the  60/40  waiver.  priority 
lists  must  be  generated  using  an  audit 
which  meets  the  requirements  in 
^  440.21(h)  for  a  representative  sample 
of  typical  dwellings  for  each  major 
housing  type  covtted  by  the  State’s 
weatherization  program.  Each  dwelling 
unit  must  be  examined  to  determine 
whether  the  imit  requires  an  on-site 
energy  audit  because  of  any  non-typical 
situations  which  could  lead  to  hi^er- 
or  lower-than-expected  energy  use.  All 
priority  lists  developed  by  the  States  to 
receive  a  60/40  waiver  must  be 
revalidated  at  least  once  every  5  years, 
using  the  discount  rate  issued  by  DOE 
at  that  time.  The  State  must  conduct  an 
on-site  energy  audit  which  meets  the 
requirements  of  §  440.21(h}  on  each 
dwelling  where  measures  that  are  not  on 
the  priority  list  are  found  to  be  needed. 
For  example,  the  State  may  have  a 
priority  list  which  predetermines  the 
order  of  installing  measures,  but  the 
energy  auditor  may  encounter  situations 
during  the  initial  on-site  inspection 
which  would  require  an  adjustment  to 
that  priority  list  which  would  further 
insure  the  cost-effectiveness  of  the 
program. 

I)OE  has  also  added  §  440.21(k) 
providing  for  development  of  a  list  of 
general  heat  waste  materials  that  can  be 
installed  on  any  dwelling  unit  and 
identification  of  circumstances  under 
which  materials  may  be  presumed  cost- 
effective  without  fu^er  need  for  audit 
justification  when  the  list  of  measures  is 
approved  by  DOE  as  reasonable.  This 
provision  is  mandatory  only  for  States 
operating  under  the  60/40  waiver  audit 
b^use  Project  Retro-Tech  already 
includes  general  heat  waste  as  its 
number  one  priority.  In  some  States, 
certain  measures  have  been  installed 
under  the  general  heat  waste  category 
that  were  not  cost-effective. 

DOE  will  review  audit  procedures 
submitted  for  approval  on  an  individual 
basis  so  that  it  can  maintain  consistency 
in  the  review  and  apfHOval  process  and 
so  that  it  can  offer  assistance  as  needed 
to  help  grantees  meet  waiver 
requirements.  DOE  intends  to  distribute 
periodically  a  li^  of  all  audits  which 
have  been  approved.  DOE  encourages 
States  that  want  DOE  to  consider  a 
waiver  to  review  their  audits  for 
potential  compliance  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  $  440.21  and,  as 
soon  as  possible,  to  submit  those  that 
appear  to  qualify  or  are  close  to  meeting 
the  criteria  so  the  review  process  can 
begin.  DOE  anticipates  that  it  will  use 
“special  conditions”  as  a  part  of  the 
waiver  approval  process,  as  it  does 
(.uirently  with  alternative  audit 


requests,  so  that  grantees  may  begin 
implementing  their  audit  procedures  as 
quickly  as  possible.  If  minor  changes  are 
needed  to  make  the  audit  fiilly 
acceptable,  they  can  be  made  later  by 
the  ^te  in  accordance  with  appropriate 
special  ccmditions. 

The  Amending  Act  also  requires  DOE 
to  provide  information  and  training  to 
States  and  local  agencies  applying  for  a 
waiver.  DC^  is  prepared  to  provide 
training  as  necessary  to  implement  new 
audit  requirements.  A  State  should  be 
aware  that  it  may  use  more  than  one 
audit  and  that  it  may  have  some 
subgrantees  operating  their  programs 
without  the  waiver  even  though  the 
State  has  been  granted  the  waiver  for 
overall  State  expenditures.  In  a  case 
where  a  subgrantee  does  not  us»the 
audit  on  which  the  waiver  was  based, 
that  subgrantee  continues  to  be  subject 
to  the  40  percent  materials  requirement, 
and  the  State  must  collect  data  that  will 
allqw  DOE  to  monitor  that  subgrantee’s 
compliance. 

States  that  do  not  choose  to  seek  a 
waiver  from  the  40  percent  minimum 
will  be  able  to  continue  to  use 
simplified  procedures,  based  on  Project 
Retro-Tech  or  other  similar  energy  audit 
techniques  subject  to  approval  by  DOE, 
for  determining  the  cost-efiectiveness  of 
measures  applicable  to  typical  homes 
within  the  State. 

§  440.22  Eligible  Dwelling  Units 

DOE  proposed  to  amend  §  440.22(a)(2) 
to  include  the  phrase  “at  any  time” 
when  referring  to  the  period  of  time 
during  the  12-month  period  preceding 
the  determination  of  eligibility.  This 
proposed  clarification  permits  States  to 
qualify  potential  applicants  who 
received  cash  assistance  payments 
during  the  12-month  period  preceding 
the  determination  of  eligibility  but  may 
not  have  received  these  cash  assistance 
payments  for  the  full  12-month  period. 
Twenty-eight  comments  were 
supportive  of  this  change,  and  DOE  has 
retained  it. 

DOE  proposed  to  add  §  440.22(b)(3) 
which  would  require  States  to  establish 
procedures  to  address  the 
weatherization  of  rental  units.  As 
required  by  the  Amending  Act,  these 
procedures  must  ensure  Aat;  (1)  The 
benefits  of  weatherization  will  accrue 
primarily  to  the  tenants  even  if  the 
tenants  pay  for  their  energy  use  through 
their  rent;  (2)  for  a  reasonable  period  of 
time,  occupants  of  these  dwellings  will 
not  be  subject  to  rent  increases  unless 
those  increases  are  demonstrably  related 
to  matters  other  than  the  weatherization 
work  performed;  and  (3)  tenants  may 
file  complaints,  and  owners,  in  response 
to  such  complaints,  may  demonstrate 


that  rent  increeses  are  justified.  In 
addition,  in  order  to  secure  the  Federal 
investment  and  address  eviction  and 
sale  of  property  recdving  assistance 
under  mis  program,  pursuant  to  $413  of 
the  Act  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
6863(b)(2)(C)),  States  may  seek  landlord 
eigreements  to  place  liens  or  othw 
contractual  restrictions.  In  establishing 
these  procedures,  the  State  should  adopt 
a  comprehensive  approach  to 
weatherizing  rentals.  A  key  component 
pf  this  approach  is  to  develop 
procedures  that  strengthen  tl^  landlord- 
tenant  agreements  that  the  subgrantees 
will  use.  These  agreements  should 
contain  language  which  is  explicit  in 
detailing  the  above  provisions. 

Nine  commenters  were  opposed  to  the 
placement  of  liens  or  other  cmitractual 
restrictions  on  landlord  properties. 

These  restrictions  would  be  used  to 
secure  the  Federal  investment  in  the 
weathmized  property.  DOE  points  out 
that  the  proposed  rule  merely  suggested 
these  types  of  restrictions.  A  State  may 
decide  to  use  other  methods  which  may 
be  as  effective  as  liens.  DOE  may 
provide  further  guidance  in  this  area 
after  reviewing  the  initial  rental  plans 
submitted  by  toe  States.  Also,  DOE 
notes  that  some  areas  of  the  country 
have  excellent  written  landlord/tenant 
agreements  which  outline  alternative 
dispute  resolution  procedures  and  may 
address  all  of  the  provisions  in  this 
section.  DOE  will  make  available  to  all 
States  examples  of  these  agreements  for 
possible  replication  where  needed. 

Section  413(b)(6)  of  the  Act  as 
amended,  (42  U.S.C.  6863  (b)(6),  allows 
States  to  require  financial  participation 
from  owners  of  multifamily  buildings  as 
a  condition  of  having  weatherization 
assistance  provided  with  DOE  funds.  In 
implementing  the  provisions  of 
§  440.22(d),  States  should  remain  aware 
that,  while  they  may  want  to  assign 
service- priorities  among  multifamily 
buildings  based  on  financial 
participation,  they  should  be  careful  not 
to  bar  low-income  tenants  living  in 
buildings  from  receiving  assistance 
where  toe  owner  is  not  able  to  afford  to 
make  financial  contributions  for  energy 
conservation  improvements.  Fifteen 
commenters  suggested  requiring 
landlord  participation  only  if  the 
landlord  pays  the  heating  bills.  This 
idea  has  some  merit,  but  the  Amending 
Act  does  not  make  such  a  distinction 
and  therefore,  neither  does  DOE.  States 
may,  however,  elect  to  implement  their 
programs  in  this  manner. 

Seventeen  commenters  encouraged 
DOE  to  require  the  same  financial 
participation  of  single-family  rentals 
including  mobile  homes.  The  statute  did 
not  address  single-family  units,  and 
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DOE  feels  that  placing  a  requirement  on 
this  group  of  dwelling  luiits  may  have 
an  adverse  effect  on  ^eir  participation 
in  the  program,  as  most  of  these  units 
are  owned  by  single-unit  landlords  with 
little  means,  in  many  cases,  to  provide 
additional  financial  assistance.  DOE 
continues  to  support  State  and  local 
agencies’  efforts  to  encourage  landlord 
participation  in  the  weatherization  of 
single-family  units  or  mobile  home 
units  but  will  not  require  it.  Forty-six 
commenters  were  supportive  of  the 
provision  on  landlord  participation. 

DOE  has  retained  this  provision  in  the 
final  rule. 

DOE  also  proposed  to  include 
clarifying  language  in  §  440.22(d)  which 
provides  that  such  financial 
contributions  as  may  be  made  by  the 
landlord  are  not  “program  income”  as 
that  term  is  used  in  the  DOE  Financial 
Assistance  Regulations.  10  CFR  600.113. 
Such  a  contribution  is  not  “program 
income”  because  it  is  not  income 
derived  from  activities  supported  by  a 
grant  or  subgrant.  DOE  expects  that  such 
financial  contributions  made  by  the 
landlord  will  be  expended  only  in 
accordance  with  the  agreement  between 
the  landlord  and  the  weatherization 
agency.  This  is  important  because  in 
most  instances,  landlords  make 
contributions  that  are  intended  for  use 
on  their  property  for  specific  types  of 
energy  conservation  improvements  or 
other  supporting  activities.  Comments 
were  generally  supportive  of  this 
proposed  clarification,  therefore,  DOE 
lias  retained  it. 

There  were  104  commenters  who 
opposed  proposed  paragraph  (e)  of 
§  440.22.  In  that  paragraph,  DOE 
provided  statutorily  required 
“guidance”  suggesting  that  States 
“should  consider”  using  alternative 
dispute  resolution  proc^ures  such  as 
arbitration  to  settle  tenant  complaints 
against  rent  increases  and  evictions 
allegedly  related  to  landlord  efforts  to 
appropriate  for  themselves  the  benefits 
of  weatherization.  The  commenters 
stated  that  subgrantees  are  not  oualified 
and/or  lack  the  resources  to  undertake 
such  an  activity  nor  should  they  become 
collection  agencies  in  enforcing 
compliance.  Further,  16  commenters 
suggested  that  DOE  provide  further 
guidance  on  alternative  dispute 
resolutions.  The  examples  offered  in  the 
proposed  rule  by  DOE  did  not  place 
requirements  on  the  States  if  there  ^e 
alternative  methods  to  meeting  the  * 
provisions.  States  are  free  to  establish 
other  procedural  protection  for  tenants. 
As  stated  earlier.  DOE  believes  that  the 
primary  responsibility  and  expertise  in 
all  areas  of  rental  issues  rest  with  State 
and  local  agencies.  Some  States,  as 


pointed  out  by  33  commenters,  have 
already  set  up,  through  legal  services  or 
other  social  programs,  procedures  to 
draft  landlonl/tenant  agreements  to 
handle  disputes.  Thirty-three 
commenters  also  stated  that  landlords 
and  tenants  need  training  on  how  to 
reach  such  agreements.  At  the  present 
time,  DOE  does  not  plan  to  set  up 
training  sessions  but  may  decide  to  do 
so  later. 

DOE  also  proposed  to  add  §  440.22(f) 
permitting  States  to  weatherize  shelters. 
The  definition  of  a  “dwelling  unit”  and 
“separate  living  quarters”  in  the  current 
regulations  does  not  include  the  term 
“shelter.”  EKDE  policy  has  always 
interpreted  these  de^itions  to  include 
a  reference  to  the  term  “shelter.” 
However,  because  it  is  not  in  the 
program  regulations.  States  and  local 
agenda  have  been  unclear  whether 
shelters  can  or  cannot  be  weatherized. 

By  modifying  the  definition  of  “separate 
living  quarters”  and  including  a 
separate  definition  for  “shelter.”  DOE 
wishes  to  make  it  clear  that  a  State  may 
weatherize  a  shelter  which  meets  the 
definition  stated  in  §  440.3. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  how 
many  dwelling  units  exist  in  a  shelter, 
EKDE  proposed  to  .set  a  minimum  size  for 
each  dwelling  imit  within  the  shelter  of 
800  square  feet  of  space  that  may  be 
counted  as  a  dwelling  unit,  or  each  floor 
of  the  shelter  may  be  counted  as  a 
dwelling  unit.  That  proposal  was  based 
on  recent  evaluation  studies.  Twenty 
comments  suggested  that  IXDE  lower  to 
500  square  feet  the  size  of  the  space 
used  to  determine  a  dwelling  unit. 
Another  three  commenters  suggested 
that  the  size  should  be  600  square  feet. 
However,  these  comments  only  offered 
conclusory  opinions  and  lacked  any 
supporting  data.  Therefore,  DOE  did  not 
find  them  persuasive  and  has  retained 
800  square  feet  as  the  minimum  for 
determining  dwelling  unit  size,  or  a 
State  may  count  each  floor  as  a  dwelling 
\init.  EXDE  further  believes  that  using 
800  square  feet  for  each  unit  is  a 
generous  interpretation  and  that 
dividing  800  square  feet  into  the  overall 
square  footage  of  the  building  and  then 
multiplying  that  number  by  $1,600  per 
unit  provides  ample  funds  to  perform 
weatherization  of  these  structures, 
regardless  of  their  size.  Therefore,  DOE 
has  retained  the  proposed  changes  in 
the  final  rule. 

§  440.24  Recordkeeping 

The  Amending  Act  requires  DOE  as  a 
part  of  its  annual  report  on 
weatherization  to  include  more 
information  and  data  than  previously 
required.  Therefore,  EKDE  has  amended 
§  440.24  to  require  States  to  collect  data 


on  the  average  costs  incurred  in 
weatherization  of  individual  dwelling 
units,  the  average  size  of  the  dwellings 
being  weatheriz^,  and  the  average 
income  of  households  receiving 
assistance.  Many  commenters  suggested 
that  this  req\iiremmit  would  increase  the 
workload  and  reporting  of  the  local 
agencies.  IXDE  acknowledges  that 
compiling  and  maintaining  the 
additional  data  is  a  burden.  However, 
that  burden  is  legislatively  mandated 
and  IDOE  has  no  discretion  to  dispense 
with  it  EKDE  would  point  out  to  States 
that  this  information  may  remain  at  the 
subgrantee  level  where  it  is  collected. 
EKDE  will  not  impose  additional 
quarterly  reporting  requirements  on 
States;  rather  E)OE  will  use 
supplemental  surveys  as  needed  to 
obtain  data  from  the  States  subgrant^ 
to  respond  to  the  Congress.  Therefore, 
EKDE  has  retained  the  proposed  changes 
in  the  final  rule. 

§  440.26  Incentive  Fund 

EKDE  has  reserved  §  440.26  to  describe 
the  Incentive  Fund,  authorized  by 
§  415(d)  of  the  Act  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  6865(d)),  and  the  manner  in 
which  it  will  operate.  IXDE  received  179 
comments  on  the  Incentive  Fund  as  a 
part  of  the  written  comments  on  the 
proposed  rule.  Those  comments  specific 
to  the  Incentive  Fimd  will  be  addressed 
in  the  Incentive  Fund  rulemaking. 

§440.26,  440.27,  440.28,  440.29 
Performance  Fund 

Section  415(d)  of  the  Act  was 
repealed  by  the  Amending  Act,  thereby 
eliminating  the  Performance  Fund 
requirement  for  the  weatherization 
program.  Therefore,  §  440.26,  440.27, 
440.28,  and  440.29,  as  they  refer  to  the 
Performance  Fimd,  are  eliminated  frt>m 
10  CFR  part  440. 

§  440.30  Administrative  Review 

EXDE  proposed  to  add  the  words  “or 
§  440.13”  after  the  words  “§  440.12”  in 
paragraphs  (a)  and  (d)  of  this  section. 
This  change  will  clarify  the  procedures 
for  any  appeals  of  decisions  made  under 
§  440.13.  No  adverse  comments  were 
received  pertaining  to  the  proposed 
change;  therefore.  EXDE  has  retained  the 
language  in  the  final  regulation. 

Appendix  A — Standards  for 
Weatherization  Materials 

Based  on  criteria  provided  by  the 
National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology  and  other  sources,  DOE 
proposed  to  amend  appendix  A  to 
include  an  update  of  the  standards  for 
weatherization  materials  approved  for 
use  by  DOE  at  the  time  of  publication 
of  the  proposed  rule  and  new  standards 
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Quality  guidelines  (40  CFR  Parts  1500- 
1508),  and  DOE  envircmmental 
guidelines  (10  CFR  Part  1021),  DOE 
reviewed  the  environmental  impacts  of 
the  program  amendments  issued  today. 
DOE  has  concluded  that  promulgation 
of  these  amendments  would  not 
represent  a  major  Federal  action  having 
significant  impact  on  the  human 
environment  not  previously  addressed 
in  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA) 
(IX)E/EA-0085)  that  DOE  conducted  in 
1979.  See  also  44  FR  21323  (April  10. 
1979).  Therefore,  no  additional  EA  is 
needed  nor  is  an  environmental  impact 
statement  required. 


2.  Section  440.1  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows: 

i440.1  Purpose  and  scope. 

This  part  contains  the  regulations 
adopted  by  the  Department  of  Energy  to 
carry  out  a  program  of  weatherization 
assistance  for  low-income  persons 
established  by  the  Energy  ^nservation 
in  Existing  Buildings  Act  of  1976, 42 
U.S.C  6861  et  seq.,  enacted  as  Title  IV, 
Part  A,  of  the  Energy  Conservation  and 
Production  Act,  Pub.L.  94-385, 90  Stat. 
1150  et  seq.,  and  amended  by  Title  n. 
Part  2,  of  the  National  Energy 
Conservation  Policy  Act,  Pub.L.  95-619, 
92  Stat.  3206  et  seq.,  by  the  Energy 
Security  Act,  Pub.  L.  96-294,  94  Stat. 

611  et  seq.,  and  the  St^te  Energy 
Efficiency  Programs  Improvement  Act, 
Pub.  L.  101-440, 104  Stat.  1006  et  seq. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  part  to 
implement  a  weatherization  assistance 
program  to  increase  the  energy 
efficiency  of  dwellings  owned  or 
occupied  by  low-income  persons, 
reduce  their  total  residential  energy 
expenditures,  and  improve  their  health 
and  safety,  especially  low-income 
persons  who  are  particularly  vulnerable 
such  as  the  elderly,  the  handicapped, 
and  children. 

3.  In  §  440.3,  the  definition  for 
“Operations  Office  Manager”  is 
removed;  the  definitions  for  “Separate 
Living  Qxiarters”  and  “Weatherization 
Materials”  are  revised;  and  the 
following  definitions  are  added  in  ^ 
alphabetical  order: 

§  440.3  Definitions. 
***** 

Capital-Intensive  furnace  or  cooling 
efficiency  modifications  means  those 
major  heating  and  cooling  modifications 
which  require  a  substantial  amount  of 
funds,  including  replacement  and  major 
repairs,  but  excluding  such  items  as 
tune-ups,  minor  repairs,  and  filters. 

Children  means  dependents  not 
exceeding  19  years  or  a  lesser  age  set 
forth  in  the  State  plan. 
***** 

Separate  Living  Quarters  means  living 
quarters  in  which  the  occupants  do  not 
live  and  eat  with  any  other  persons  in 
the  structure  and  which  have  either 
direct  access  firom  the  outside  of  the 
building  or  through  a  common  hall  or 
complete  kitchen  facilities  for  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  occupants.  The 
occupants  may  be  a  single  family,  one 
person  living  alone,  two  or  more 
families  living  together,  or  any  other 
group  of  related  or  vmrelated  persons 
who  share  living  arrangements,  and 
includes  shelters  for  homeless  persons. 

Sheher  means  a  dwelling  unit  or  units 
whose  principal  purpose  is  to  house  on 


a  temporary  basis  individuals  who  may 
or  may  not  be  related  to  one  another  and 
who  are  not  living  in  nursing  homes, 
prisons,  or  similar  instituticmal  care 
facilities. 

*  *  •  •  • 

Support  Office  Director  means  the 
Director  of  the  DOE  Field  Support 
Office  with  the  responsibility  for  grant 
administration  or  any  official  to  whom 
that  function  may  be  redelegated  by  the 
Assistant  Secretary. 
***** 

Weatherization  Materials  mean: 

(1)  Caulking  and  weatherstripping  of 
doors  and  windows: 

(2)  Furnace  efficiency  modifications 
including,  but  not  limited  to — 

(i)  Replacement  burners,  furnaces,  or 
boilers  or  any  combination  thereof; 

(ii)  Devices  for  minimizing  energy 
loss  through  heating  system,  chimney, 
or  venting  devices;  and 

(iii)  Ele^cal  or  mechanical  furnace 
ignition  systems  which  replace  standing 
gas  pilot  lights; 

(3)  Coolffig  efficiency  modifications 
including,  but  not  limited  to — 

(1)  Replacement  air  conditioners; 

(ii)  Ventilation  equipment; 

(iii)  Screening  and  window  films;  and 

(iv)  Shading  devices. 
***** 

5.  In  §  440.13,  paragraphs  (a)(2)  and 

(c)  are  revised  and  paragraphs  (d)  (e). 
and  (f)  are  added  as  follows: 

f 440.13  Local  applicationa. 

(a)  *  *  * 

(2)  The  Support  Office  Director  finally 
disapproves  the  application  of  a  State, 
and,  imder  §  440.30,  either  no  appeal  is 
filed  or  the  Support  Office  Director’s 
decision  is  affirmed. 
***** 

(c)  In  the  event  one  or  more  local 
applicants  submits  an  application  for 
financied  assistance  to  carry  out  projects 
in  the  same  geographical  area,  the 
Support  Office  Director  shall  hold  a 
public  hearing  with  the  same 
procedures  that  apply  under  section 

§  440.14(a). 

(d)  Based  on  the  information  provided 
by  a  local  applicant  and  developed  in 
any  hearing  held  under  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section,  the  Support  Office  Dii^or 
shall  determine  in  writing  whether  to 
award  a  grant  to  carry  out  one  or  more 
weatherization  projects. 

(e)  If  there  is  an  adverse  decision  in 
whole  or  in  part  under  paragraph  (d)  of 
this  section,  that  decision  is  subje^  to 
administrative  review  under  §  440.30  of 
this  part. 

(0  If.  after  a  State  application  has  been 
finally  disapproved  by  DOE  and  the 
Support  Office  Director  approves  local 


IX.  Other  Federal  Agencies 

DOE  provided  draft  copies  of  the  rule 
to  the  liepartment  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  Low-Income  Home  Energy 
Assistance  Program  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  Farmers  Home 
Administration.  No  comments  have 
been  received.  DOE  also  provided  a 
draft  copy  to  the  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
pursuant  to  §  7  of  the  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act,  as  amended,  15 
U.S.C.  766.  The  Administrator  has  made 
no  comment. 

X.  The  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic 
Assistance 

The  Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic 
Assistance  number  for  the 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program  for 
Low-Income  Persons  is  81.042. 

List  of  Subjects  in  10  CFR  Part  440 

Administrative  practice  and 
procedure,  aged,  energy  conservation, 
grant  programs-energy,  grant  programs- 
housing  and  community  development, 
handicapped,  housing  standards, 
incorporation  by  reference  Indians, 
reporting  and  recordkeeping 
requirements,  and  weatherization. 
incorporation  by  reference. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  DOE 
hereby  amends  chapter  n  of  title  10, 
Code  of  Federal  Relations,  as  set  forth 
below. 

Issued  in  Washington,  DC  on  February  5, 
1993. 

Robert  L.  San  Martin, 

Acting  Assistant  Secretary,  Conservation  and 
Renewable  Energy. 

10  CFR  part  440  is  amended  as 
follows: 

PART  440— WEATHERIZATION 
ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  FOR  LOW- 
INCOME  PERSONS 

1.  The  authority  citation  for  part  440 
is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  42  U.S.C  6861  et  seq.,  as 
amended;  42  U.S.C  7101  et  seq. 
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applications  under  this  section,  the 
Support  Office  Director  may  reject  a 
new  State  application  in  whole  or  in 
part  as  disruptive  and  untimely  without 
prejudice  to  submission  of  an 
application  for  the  next  program  year. 

6.  Section  440.14  is  amended  by 
revising  paragraph  fb)  to  read  as  follows: 

1440.14  State  plana. 
***** 

(b)  Subsequent  to  the  hearing,  the 
State  shall  prepare  a  final  State  plan 
which  shall  identify  and  descri^: 

(1)  The  production  schedule  for  the 
State,  which  shall  indicate  projected 
expenditures  and  the  numl^r  of 
dwelling  units  which  are  expected  to  be 
weatherized  each  quarter  during  the 
program  year, 

(2)  An  estimate  of  the  nxunber  of 
dwelling  units  expected  to  be 
weatherized  during  the  program  year  by 
category  to  include: 

(i)  Single-family  and  multi-family 
residences; 

(ii)  Elderly  persons’  residences; 

(iii)  Handicapp^  persons’  residences; 

(iv)  Renters’  residences; 

(v)  If  Native  Americans  do  not  receive 
direct  grants  under  §  440.11,  Native 
American  residences;  and 

(vi)  Children’s  residences,  if  the  State 
selects  this  category  as  a  priority  with 
paragraphs  (b)(2)(ii)  and  (b)(2)(iii)  of  this 
section. 

(3)  The  climatic  conditions  wdthin  the 
State; 

(4)  The  type  of  weatherization  work  to 
be  done; 

(5)  An  estimate  of  the  amount  of 
energy  to  be  conserved; 

(6)  An  estimate  of  the  number  of 
eligible  dwelling  units  in  which  the 
elderly  reside; 

(7)  An  estimate  of  the  number  of 
eligible  dwelling  units  in  which  the 
handicapped  reside; 

(8)  Ea^  area  to  be  served  by  a 
weatherization  project  within  the  State, 
and  shall  incluae  for  each  area: 

(i)  The  tentative  allocation; 

(ii)  The  number  of  dwelling  units 
expected  to  be  weatherized  during  the 
program  year,  and  the  number  of 
previously  weatherized  units  expected 
to  be  weatherized; 

(iii)  The  estimated  number  of  rental 
dwelling  units  to  be  weatherized;  and 

(iv)  Sources  of  labor. 

(9)  The  manner  in  which  the  State 
plan  is  to  be  implemented,  and  shall 
include: 

(i)  An  analysis  of  the  existence  and 
effectiveness  of  any  weatherization 
project  being  carried  out  by  a 
sub^rantee; 

(ii)  An  explanation  of  the  method 
used  to  select  each  area  to  he  served  by 
a  weatherization  project; 


(iii)  The  extent  to  which  priority  will 
be  given  to  the  weatherization  of  single- 
fomily  or  other  high  energy  consuming 
dwelUM  xmits; 

(iv)  Tne  amount  of  non-Federal 
resources  to  be  applied  to  the  program; 

(v)  The  amount  of  Federal  resources, 
other  than  DOE  weatherization  grant 
funds,  to  be  applied  to  the  program; 

(vi)  The  amount  of  weatherization 
grant  funds  tentatively  allocated  to  the 
State  under  this  part; 

(vii)  The  expected  average  cost  per 
dwelling  to  be  weatherized,  taking  into 
account  the  total  number  of  dwellings  to 
be  weatherized  and  the  total  amotmt  of 
funds.  Federal  and  non-Federal, 
exp^ed  to  be  applied  to  the  program; 

(viii)  The  average  amovmt  of  the  DOE 
funds  specified  in  §  440.18(c)  (1) 
through  (11)  to  be  applied  to  any 
dwelling  unit; 

(ix)  The  average  amount  of  DOE  funds 
to  be  applied  to  any  dwelling  unit  for 
weatherization  materials  as  specified  in 
§  440.18(c)(1); 

(x)  The  procedures  used  by  the  State 
for  providing  additional  administrative 
funds  to  qualified  subgrantees  as 
specified  in  §  440.18(d). 

(xi)  Procedures  for  determining  the 
most  cost-efiective  measures  in  a 
dwelling  imit  or  a  statement  that  Project 
Retro-Tech  or  another  DOE-approved 
audit  will  be  used; 

(xii)  The  definition  of  "low  income’’ 
which  the  State  has  chosen  for  use 
statewide  for  determining  eligibility 
under  §  440.22(a). 

(xiii)  The  definition  of  "children’’ 
which  the  State  has  chosen  consistent 
with  §440.3. 

(xiv)  The  amount  of  Federal  funds  to 
be  used,  and  an  explanation  of  how  they 
will  be  used,  to  increase  the  amount  of 
weatherization  assistance  that  the  State 
obtains  from  non-Federal  sources, 
including  private  sources,  and  the 
expected  leveraging  efiect  to  be 
accomplished. 

7.  Section  440.15  is  amended  by 
adding  paragraph  (e)  to  read  as  follows: 

i44ai5  Subgrantaes. 
***** 

(e)  A  State  may  terminate  financial 
assistance  imder  a  subgrant  agreement 
for  a  grant  period  only  in  accordance 
with  established  State  procedures  that 
provide  to  the  subgrantee  appropriate 
notice  of  the  State’s  reasons  for 
termination  and  afford  the  subgrantee 
an  adequate  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

8.  Seraon  440.16  is  amended  by 
revising  paragraphs  (b),  (d),  (f)  and  (g) 
sand  by  adding  paragraphs  (h)  and  (i)  to 
read  as  follows: 

1440.16  Minimum  program  requirementa. 
***** 


(b)  Priority  is  given  to  identifying  and 
providing  weatherization  assistance  to 
elderly  and  handicapped  low-income 
persons  and  such  priority  as  the 
applicant  determines  is  appropriate  is 
given  to  dwelling  units  containing 
children  and  to  single-family  or  other 
high-energy-consuming  dwelling  \mits; 
***** 

(d)  To  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  the  grantee  will  secure  the 
services  of  volunteers  when  such 
personnel  are  generally  available, 
training  participants  and  public  service 
employment  workers,  pursuant  to  ]TPA, 
to  work  under  the  supervision  of 
qualified  supervisors  and  foremen; 
***** 

(f)  'The  low-income  members  of  an 
Indian  tribe  shall  receive  benefits 
equivalent  to  the  assistance  provided  to 
other  low-income  persons  within  a  State 
unless  the  grantee  has  made  the 
recommendation  provided  in 

§  440.12(b)(5); 

(g)  No  dwelling  unit  may  be  reported 
to  DOE  as  completed  until  all 
weatherization  materials  have  been 
installed  and  the  subgrantee,  or  its 
authorized  representative,  has 
performed  a  final  inspection(s) 
including  any  mechemical  work 
performed  and  certified  that  the  work 
has  been  completed  in  a  workmanlike 
manner  and  in  accordance  with  the 
priority  determined  by  the  audit 
procedures  required  by  §  440.21;  and 

(h)  Sub^ntees  limit  expenditure  of 
funds  under  this  part  for  installation  of 
materials  (other  than  weatherization 
materials)  to  abate  energy-related  health 
and  safety  hazards,  to  a  list  of  types  of 
such  hazards,  permissible  abatement 
materials  and  their  costs  which  is 
submitted,  and  updated  as  necessary  at 
the  same  time  as  an  annual  application 
imder  §  440.12  of  this  part  and  which 
DOE  shall  approve  if— 

(1)  Elimination  of  such  hazards  are 
necessary  before,  or  as  a  result  of, 
installation  of  weatherization  materials; 
and 

(2)  The  grantee  sets  forth  a  limitation 
on  the  percent  of  average  dwelling  unit 
costs  which  may  be  us^  to  abate  such 
hazards  which  is  reasonable  in  light  of 
the  primary  energy  conservation 
purpose  of  this  part; 

(i)  The  benefits  of  weatherization  to 
occupants  of  rental  units  are  protected 
in  accordance  with  §  440.22(b)(3)  of  this 
part. 

9.  Section  440.18  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows: 

1440.18  Allowable  expendHures. 

(a)  An  average  of  at  least  40  percent 
of  the  funds  provided  in  a  State  imder 
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this  part  for  weatherization  materials, 
labor,  and  related  matters  included  in 
paragraphs  (c)(1)  through  (9)  of  this 
section  shall  be  spent  for  weatherization 
materials,  except  if  DOE  approves  a 
State’s  application  to  waive  the  40 
percent  requirement  under  §  440.21(h). 

(b)  The  expenditure  of  financial 
assistance  provided  under  this  part  for 
labor,  weatherization  materials,  and 
related  matters  included  in  paragraphs 

(c)(1)  through  (9)  and  (c)(l5)  of  this 
section  shall  not  exce^  an  average  of 
$1,600  per  dwelling  vmit  weatherized  in 
the  State,  except  as  adjusted  as  follows: 

(1)  The  $1,600  average  will  be 
adjusted  annually  by  E)OE  beginning  in 
calendar  year  1991  %  increasing  the 
limitation  by  an  amount  equal  to: 

(1)  The  limitation  amount  for  the 
previous  year,  multiplied  by 

(ii)  The  lesser  of: 

(A)  The  percentage  increase  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  (all  items.  United 
States  city  average)  for  the  most  recent 
calendar  year  completed  before  the 
beginning  of  the  year  for  which  the 
determination  is  being  made,  or 

(B)  Three  percent. 

(2)  In  addition  to  the  average  per- 
dwelling-unit  limitation  applicable  in  a 
State  under  this  section,  E)OE  shall, 
upon  application  by  a  State,  establish  a 
separate  average  per-dwelling-unit 
limitation  for  dwelling  units  in  such 
States  which  conform  to  program 
requirements  and,  in  addition  to  any 
other  weatherization  modifications, 
have  capital-intensive  furnace  or 
cooling  efiiciency  modifications  as 
defined  in  §  440.3  made  under  this  part. 
The  average  prar-dwelling-unit 
limitation  applicable  in  a  State  which 
meets  these  requirements  shall  not 
exceed  an  amoimt  equal  to: 

(i)  The  amount  p>ermitted  for  the 
expenditure  of  financial  assistance  for 
labor,  weatherization  materials,  and 
related  matters  for  dwelling  units  in 
such  State  in  paragraphs  (c)  (1)  through 
(9)  and  (c)(15)  of  this  section  plus 

(ii)  An  amount  determined  by  the 
State  to  be  the  average  amount  that  is 
appropriate  for  capital-intensive  furnace 
or  cooling  efficiency  modifications  of 
dwelling  imits  of  the  type  assisted 
under  tlfis  part  in  such  State  and 
approved  by  DOE. 

(c)  Allowable  expenditures  under  this 
part  include  only: 

(1)  The  cost  of  purchase  and  delivery 
of  weatherization  materials: 

(2)  Labor  costs,  in  accordance  with 
§440.19; 

(3)  Transportation  of  weatherization 
materials,  tools,  equipment,  and  work 
crews  to  a  storage  site  and  to  the  site  of 
weatherization  work; 


(4)  Maintenance,  operation,  and 
insurance  of  vehicles  used  to  transport 
weatherization  materials: 

(5)  Maintenance  of  tools  and 
equipment; 

(6)  Purchase  or  annual  lease  of  tools, 
equipment,  and  vehicles,  except  that 
any  purchase  of  vehicles  shall  be 
referred  to  DOE  for  prior  approval  in 
every  instance; 

(7)  Employment  of  on-site  supervisory 
personnel; 

(8)  Storage  of  weatherization 
materials,  tools,  and  equipment; 

(9)  The  cost  of  incidental  repairs  if 
such  repairs  are  necessary  to  make  the 
installation  of  weatherization  materials 
effective; 

(10)  The  cost  of  liability  insurance  for 
weatherization  projects  for  personal 
injury  and  for  property  damage; 

(11)  The  cost  of  carrying  out  low-cost/ 
no-cost  weatherization  activities  in 
accordance  with  §  440.20; 

(12)  The  cost  of  weatherization 
program  financial  audits  as  required  by 
§  440.23(d): 

(13)  Allowable  administrative 
expenses  imder  paragraph  (d)  of  this 
section;  and 

(14)  Funds  used  for  leveraging 
activities  in  accordance  with 

§  440.14(b)(9)(xiv);  and 

(15)  The  cost  of  eliminating  health 
and  safety  hazards  elimination  of  which 
is  necessary  before,  or  because  of, 
installation  of  weatherization  materials. 

(d)  Not  more  than  10  percent  of  any 
grant  made  to  a  State  may  be  used  by 
&e  grantee  and  subgrantees  for 
administrative  purposes  in  carrying  out 
duties  under  this  part,  except  that  not 
more  than  5  percent  may  be  used  by  the 
State  for  such  purposes,  and  not  less 
than  5  percent  must  be  made  available 
to  subgrantees  by  States.  A  State  may 
provide  in  its  annual  plan  for  recipients 
of  grants  of  less  than  $350,000  to  use  up 
to  an  additional  5  percent  of  such  grants 
for  administration  if  the  State  has 
determined  that  such  recipient  requires 
such  additional  amount  to  implement 
effectively  the  administrative 
requirements  established  by  DOE 
pursuant  to  this  part. 

(e)  No  grant  funds  awarded  under  this 
part  shall  be  used  for  any  of  the 
following  puiposes: 

(1)  To  weatherize  a  dwelling  unit 
which  is  designated  for  acquisition  or 
clearance  by  a  Federal,  State,  or  local 
program  within  12  months  fiom  the  date 
weatherization  of  the  dwelling  unit 
would  be  scheduled  to  be  completed;  or 

(2)  To  install  or  otherwise  provide 
weatherization  materials  for  a  dwelling 
unit  weatherized  previously  with  grant 
funds  imder  this  part,  except: 

(i)  As  provided  under  §  440.20; 


(ii)  If  such  dwelling  unit  has  been 
damaged  by  fire,  floc^,  or  act  of  God 
and  repair  of  the  damage  to 
weatherization  materials  is  not  paid  for 
by  insurance;  or 

(iii)  That  dwelling  units  partially 
weatherized  under  ^is  part  or  under 
other  Federal  programs  during  the 
period  September  30, 1975,  t^t>u^ 
September  30, 1985,  may  receive  nulher 
financial  assistance  fw  weatherization 
imder  this  part.  While  DOE  will 
continue  to  require  these  homes  to  be 
reported  separately.  States  may  count 
these  homes  as  completions  for  the 

urposes  of  compliance  with  the  per- 
ome  expenditure  limit  in  §440.18. 

Each  dwelling  unit  must  receive  a  new 
energy  audit  which  takes  into  account 
any  previous  energy  conservation 
improvements  to  &e  dwelling. 

§440.19  [Amended]. 

10.  Paragraph  440.19(a)(2)  is  amended 
by  removing  the  phrase  "to  install 
weatherization  materials"  before  the 
word  "provided.” 

11.  S^tion  440.21  is  revised  as 
follows: 

§440.21  Standards  and  techniques  for 
weatherization. 

(a)  Paragraphs  (b)  through  (g)  of  this 
section  set  forth  the  energy  audit 
procedures  which  apply  to  the  grantees 
and  subgrantees  who  are  subject  to  the 
40  percent  material  cost  requirement  in 
§  440.18(a)  of  this  part.  Paragraphs  (b), 
(d),  (e),  and  (h)  through  (k)  of  tUs 
section  set  forth  the  requirements  for  the 
energy  audit  procedures  which,  if 
satisfied  in  the  State  plan,  warrant 
approval  of  a  State’s  application  to 
waive  the  40  percent  material  cost 
reouirement  in  §  440.18(a)  of  this  part. 

(o)  Only  weatherization  materials 
which  are  listed  in  appendix  A  and 
which  meet  or  exceed  standards 
prescribed  in  appendix  A  to  this  part 
shall  be  purchas^  with  funds  provided 
under  this  part,  except  that  DOE  may 
approve  an  unlisted  material  upon 
application  from  any  State. 

(c)  The  most  cost-efiective 
weatherization  materials  for  each 
dwelling  unit  shall  be  determined  by 
audit  procedures  using  the  following 
formula: 

(1)  The  cost  of  fuel  saved  per  year  by 
installing  a  weatherization  material  in  a 
dwelling  unit; 

(2)  Multiplied  by  the  appropriate 
lifetime  of  the  weatherization  material; 
and 

(3)  Divided  by  the  cost  of  the 
weatherization  material  and  the  cost  of 
the  installation  of  the  weatherization 
material. 

(d)  The  computation  of  the  cost  of  fuel 
saved  per  year  must  take  into  account 
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the  numbw  of  heetiag  or  coohng  degree 
days  in  the  area  of  which  die 
computation  is  befaig  made  and  must 
otherwise  use  reasoneUe  methods  end 
assumptions. 

(e)  'Hie  figures  used  far  the  Hfadrae  of 
the  raatariak  and  far  the  costs  of 
materials  and  coat  of  the  installation  of 
the  materials  must  be  geoasally  accepted 
in  the  relevant  trade. 

(f)  The  vreatherizatian  materials 
wUch  shall  be  installed  first  an  diose 
which  are  determined  to  be  the  most 
cost  eflective  using  the  formula  in 
paragraph  (c)  of  tkds  section. 

(g)  The  au^t  procedures  used  in 
Project  Retro-Tedi  to  determine  the 
most  cost-^BCtive  weatherization 
materials  comply  with  this  section.  The 
grantee  or  subgrantee  may  use  other 
audit  procedures  to  determine  die  most 
cost-effective  weatherization  raatarials, 
{.rovided  that  these  procedures  comply 
with  this  section  and  are  approved  by 
the  Support  Office  Director  prior  to  thmr 
use.  A  grantee  or  subgrantee  may  use 
results  obtained  from  audits  conducted 
under  the  Residential  Conservation 
Service  Program  as  part  of  the  audit 

rooedures  which  have  been  approved 

y  the  Support  Office  Director. 

(h)  The  energy  audit  procedures 
must — 

(1)  Consider  the  rate  of  mergy  use; 

(2)  Address  significant  heating  and 
cooling  needs; 

(3)  Make  provisirm  for  use  of 
advanced  diagnostk;  and  assessment 
techniques  whkdi  D(%  has  determined 
are  consistent  wiffi  sound  engineering 
practices; 

(4)  Determine  energy  use  from  actual 
energy  bills  or  by  generally  accepted 
engineering  cak^ations; 

(5)  Consistent  vrith  paragraphs  (d)  and 
(e)  of  this  section,  determine  that  eadi 
weatherization  material  is  cost  effective 
hy  ensuring  ffiat  the  net  fuel  cost 
savings  over  the  lifetime  of  such 
weatherization  material,  discounted  to 
present  value  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (i)  of  this  section,  to  the  costs 
to  be  claimed  as  alloMrable  under 

§  440.18(cMl).  U),  and  (7),  and  any  othm 
significant,  relal^  cost  required  to  be 
included  a  State,  is  greater  than  or 
equal  to  one; 

(6)  Assign  priorities  among 
weatherization  materials  in  descending 
order  of  their  cost  effectiveness  ratios 
calculated  under  paragr^h  (hMS)  of  this 
section; 

(i)  After  adjusting  those  ratios  for 
interaction  brevrean  architectiHal  and 
mechanical  weatherization  materials  by 
decreasing  the  estimated  fuel  cost 
savings  far  a  fawer  priority 
weatbarizatiaa  maleiial  in  B^t  of  fuel 


cost  savings  for  a  related  hi^ier  imorhy 
weatherization  material;  and 

(ii)  Eliminating  aiw  waatheriz^ion 
material  if  its  coat  enactivMieas  ratio,  as 
adjusted  under  paragraph  (h)(8)  of  this 
section,  is  less  tnan  one; 

(7)  Detwmine  that  the  total 
conservation  investment  has  a  positive 
rate  of  return  by  ensuring  that  tne  ratio 
of  the  cumulative  net  fum  coat  savings 
of  all  weatherization  raatwials,  adjuried 
for  interaction  between  architectural 
and  mechanical  weatherization 
materials  if  any,  to  the  cumulative  costs 
included  under  peragra^  (h)^)  of  this 
section  and  the  costs  to  M  claimed  as 
allowable  under  $  440.18(cK9),  is  greeter 
than  or  equal  to  one; 

(8)  Identify  health  and  safety  hazards 
to  be  abated  widi  DOE  funds  in 
compliance  with  the  State’s  DOE- 
approved  health  wd  safety  procedures 
under  §  440.16(h);  and 

(9)  Treat  the  dwelling  unit  as  a  whole 
system  by  examining  its  heating  and 
cooling  system,  its  air  exchange  system 
and  it  occupants’  living  habits  and 
needs,  and  making  necessary 
adjustments  to  the  priority  of 
weatherization  materials  with  adequate 
documentation  of  the  reesons  ftH*  such 
an  adjustment. 

(i)  The  energy  audit  must  provide  for 
use  of  the  annually  adjusted  discount 
rate  provided  by  DOE  except  that  a  State 
may  keep  that  rate  constant  up  to  5 
years  or  may  use  a  reasonable  higher 
real  discount  rate.  Sul^ect  to  a  ceiling  of 
10  percent  and  floor  of  3  percent  and 
subject  to  adjustment  by  DOE  region  for 
a  rate  of  fuel  cost  escalation  predicted 
by  the  DC£  Energy  Informatimi 
Administration,  DOE  shall  calculate 
annually  the  adjusted  discount  rate,  for 
use  umfer  paragraph  (h)  of  this  section 
as  a  12-month  average  of  the  composite 
yields  of  all  oidstanding  U.S.  Treasury 
bonds  neither  due  not  calMile  in  1ms 
thmi  10  years,  as  most  recently  reported 
by  the  Federal  Reserve,  adjust^  to 
exclude  estimated  increases  in  the 
genmal  level  of  jmces  consistent  with 
projections  of  inflation  in  the  roost 
recent  Economic  Report  of  the 
President’s  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers. 

(j)  For  typical  dw^ng  units  without 
unusual  energy  consuming 
characteristics  which  significantly  alter 
typical  energy  usage,  enwgy  audits  may 
be  accomplished  using  a  priority  list 
developed  Iqf  conducting,  in 
compliance  vrith  paragraph  (h)  this 
section,  site-spedfic  enwgy  audits  of  a 
representative  sample  of  typical 
durelling  unite  for  each  m^or  dwelling 
type  covered  1^  the  State’s 
weatherization  program.  Priority  lists 
developed  in  accmdance  with  ffiis 


par^raph  must  be  revalidated  by 
conducting  a  represHitative  aam{de  of 
site-speci&i  enerm  audits  ev«y  5  years. 

(k)  Subject  to  DO£  approval,  a  St^ 
may  use  as  a  part  of  an  Miergy  audit,  a 
list  of  mesumptively  cost  effective 
general  heat  waste  i^ucticm 
weatherization  materials  and  the 
drcumstance  undw  which  such 
materials  may  be  presumed  cost 
effective  without  need  for  further  audit 
justification  if  those  n^ateriak  are  shown 
to  be  cost  effective  in  tyfncal  dwelling 
units  for  major  dwellii^  unit  types  in 
the  State  baaed  on  documentation  (d  a 
representative  numbw  of  rite-specific 
energy  audits. 

12.  Section  440.22  is  revised  to  reed 
as  follows: 

1440.22  EHgibto  dwaMng  unite. 

(a)  A  dwelling  unit  shall  be  eligible 
for  weatherization  assistance  under  this 
part  if  it  is  occupied  by  a  femilv  unit: 

(l)  Whose  income  is  at  or  below  125 
percent  of  the  poverty  level  determined 
in  accordance  with  criteria  established 
by  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget; 

(2)  Which  contains  a  member  who  has 
received  cash  assistance  payments 
under  Title  IV  or  XVI  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  or  applicable  State  or  local 
law  at  any  time  diuring  the  12-month 
period  preceding  the  ^termination  of 
eligibility  for  weatherization  assistance; 
or 

(3)  If  the  State  elects,  is  eligible  ft>r 
assistance  under  the  Low-Income  Home 
Energy  Assistance  Act  of  1981,  provided 
that  such  basis  is  at  least  125  percent  of 
the  poverty  level  determined  in 
accordance  with  criteria  established  by 
the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget. 

(b)  A  subgrantee  may  weatherrze  a 
building  containing  rmital  dwelling 
units  using  financial  assistance  frv 
dwelling  units  eligible  for 
weatherization  assistance  under 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section,  where: 

(1)  The  subgrantee  has  obtained  the 
written  permisrion  of  the  owner  or  his 
agent; 

(2)  Not  less  than  68  percwit  (50 
percent  for  duplexes  and  four^unit 
buildings)  of  the  dwelling  units  in  the 
building: 

(i)  Are  eligible  dwelling  units,  or 

(ii)  Will  bKome  eligibfe  dwelling 
units  within  180  days  under  a  Fedml, 
State,  or  local  government  {vogram  for 
rehabilitating  ffie  building  or  making 
similar  improvemente  to  the  building; 
and 

(3)  The  grantee  has  ealriilished 
procedures  for  dwellings  which  consist 
of  a  rental  unit  or  rental  unite  to  ensure 
that: 
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(i)  The  benefits  of  weatherization 
assistance  in  connection  with  such 
rental  imits,  including  units  where  the 
tenants  pay  for  their  energy  through 
their  rent,  will  accrue  primarily  to  the 
low-income  tenants  residing  in  such 
units; 

(ii)  For  a  reasonable  period  of  time 
after  weatherization  work  has  been 
completed  on  a  dwelling  containing  a 
unit  occupied  by  an  eligible  household, 
the  tenants  in  that  unit  (including 
households  paying  for  their  energy 
through  their  rent)  will  not  be  subjected 
to  rent  increases  unless  those  increases 
are  demonstrably  related  to  matters 
other  than  the  weatherization  work 
performed; 

(iii)  The  enforcement  of  paragraph 

(b)(3)(ii)  of  this  section  is  provided 
through  procedures  established  by  the 
State  by  which  tenants  may  file 
complaints,  and  owners,  in  response  to 
such  complaints,  shall  demonstrate  that 
the  rent  increase  concerned  is  related  to 
matters  other  than  the  weatherization 
work  performed;  and 

(iv)  No  imdue  or  excessive 
enhancement  shall  occur  to  the  value  of 
the  dwelling  units. 

(c)  In  order  to  seciire  the  Federal 
investment  made  imder  this  part  and 
address  the  issues  of  eviction  fi'om  and 
sale  of  property  receiving 
weatherization  materials  under  this 
part,  States  may  seek  landlord 
agreement  to  placement  of  a  lien  or  to 
other  contractual  restrictions; 

(d)  As  a  condition  of  having 
assistance  provided  under  this  part  with 
respect  to  multifamily  buildings,  a  State 
may  require  financial  participation, 
when  feasible,  fi'om  the  owners  of  such 
buildings.  Such  financial  participation 
shall  not  be  reported  as  program 
income,  nor  will  it  be  treated  as  if  it 
were  appropriated  funds.  The  funds 
contributed  by  the  landlord  shall  be 
expended  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement  between  the  landlord  and  the 
weatherization  agency. 

(e)  In  devising  procedures  under 
paragraph  (b)(3)(iii)  of  this  section. 
States  should  consider  requiring  use  of 
alternative  dispute  resolution 
procedures  including  arbitration. 

(0  A  State  may  weatherize  shelters. 
For  the  purpose  of  determining  how 
many  dwelling  units  exist  in  a  shelter, 
a  grantee  may  count  each  800  square 
feet  of  the  shelter  as  a  dwelling  unit  or 
it  may  count  each  floor  of  the  shelter  as 
a  dwelling  unit. 

Section  440.23  [Amended] 

13.  In  §  440.23(d),  the  words  “0MB 
Circular  A-102,  Attachment  P”  are 
changed  to  read  “10  CFR  part  600”. 


14.  Section  440.24  is  revised  to  read 
as  follows: 

§440.24  Recordkeeping. 

Each  grantee  or  subgrantee  receiving 
Federal  financial  assistance  under  this 
part  shall  keep  such  records  as  DOE 
shall  require,  including  records  which 
fully  disclose  the  amount  and 
disposition  by  each  grantee  and 
subgrantee  of  the  funds  received,  the 
total  cost  of  a  weatherization  project  or 
the  total  expenditure  to  implement  the 
State  plan  for  which  assistance  was 
given  or  used,  the  soxuce  and  amount  of 
funds  for  such  project  or  program  not 
supplied  by  DOE,  the  average  costs 
inciured  in  weatherization  of  individual 
dwelling  units,  the  average  size  of  the 
dwelling  being  weatherized,  the  average 
income  of  households  receiving 
assistance  under  this  part,  and  such 
other  records  as  DOE  deems  necessary 
for  an  eflective  audit  and  performance 
evaluation.  Such  recordkeeping  shall  he 
in  accordance  with  the  DOE  Financial 
Assistance  Rule,  10  CFR  part  600,  and 
any  further  requirements  of  this  part. 

Sections  440.26, 440.27, 440.28, 440.29 
[Removed  and  Reserved] 

15.  Sections  440.26,  440.27,  440.28 
and  440.29  are  removed  and  reserved. 

Section  440.30  [Amended] 

16.  In  §  440.30,  add  the  words  “or 

§  440.13”  after  the  words  “§  440.12”  in 
paragraphs  (a)  (both  occurrences)  and 
(d). 

Sections  440.10, 440.11, 440.12, 440.13, 
440.17,440.20,440.23,440.30  [Amended] 

17.  In  §440.10,  440.11,  440.12, 

440.13,  440.17,  440.20,  440.23,  440.30 
the  words  “Operations  Office  Manager” 
are  changed  to  read  “Support  Office 
Director”  in: 

Section  440.10(e); 

Section  440.11(a)  (introductory  text),  (b) 
(2  times),  (c)  (introductory  text),  (d)  (3 
times),  and  (e)  (2  times); 

Section  440.12  (a)  (4  times)  and  (c) 
introductory  text  (2  times); 

Section  440.13(a)  (introductory  text)  and 
(b); 

Section  440.17(a)  (introductory  text); 
Section  440.20(b); 

Section  440.23  (a)  and  (c);  and 
Section  440.30  (b).  (d),  (f),  and  (i). 

18.  Appendix  A  to  Part  440  is  revised 
to  read  as  follows: 

Appendix  A — Standards  for  Weatherization 
Materials 

The  following  Government  standards  are 
produced  by  the  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Conunission  and  are  published  in  title  16, 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations: 

Thermal  Insulating  Materials  for  Building 
Elements  Including  Walls,  Floors,  Ceilings, 
Attics,  and  Roofs  Insulation — organic  fiber — 


conformance  to  Interim  Safety  Standard  in  16 
CFR  part  1209; 

Fira  Safety  Requirements  for  Thermal 
Insulating  Materials  According  to  Insulation 
Use — ^Attic  Floor — insulation  materials 
intended  for  exposed  use  in  attic  floors  shall 
be  capable  of  meeting  the  same  flammability 
requirements  given  for  cellulose  insulation  in 
16  CFR  part  1209; 

Enclosed  spaces — ^insulation  materials 
Intended  for  use  wnthin  enclosed  stud  or  joist 
spaces  shall  be  capable  of  meeting  the 
smoldering  combustion  requirements  in  16 
CFR  part  1209. 

The  following  standards  which  are  not 
otherwise  set  forth  in  part  440  are 
incorporated  by  reference  and  made  a  part  of 
part  440.  The  following  standards  have  been 
approved  for  incorporation  by  reference  by 

the  Director  of  the  Federal  Register  in  _ 

accordance  with  5  U.S.C  552(a)  and  1  CFR 
part  51.  These  materials  are  incorporated  as 
they  exist  on  April  5, 1993  and  a  notice  of 
any  change  in  these  materials  will  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register.  The 
standards  incorporated  by  reference  are 
available  for  inspection  at  the  Office  of  the 
Federal  Register  Information  Center,  800 
North  Capitol  Street,  suite  700,  Washington, 
DC 

The  standards  incorporated  by  reference  in 
part  440  can  be  obtained  from  the  following 
sources: 

Air  Conditioning  and  Refrigeration  Institute, 
1501  Wilson  Blvd.,  Arlington,  VA  22209; 
(703)  524-0800. 

American  Gas  Association,  1515  Wilson 
Blvd.,  Arlington,  VA  22209;  (703)  041- 
8400. 

American  National  Standards  Institute,  Inc., 
1430  Broadway,  New  York,  NY  10018; 

(212)  642-4900. 

American  Society  of  Mechanical  Engineers, 
United  Engineering  Center,  345  East  47th 
Street,  New  York,  NY  10017;  (212)  705- 
7800. 

American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials, 
1916  Race  Street,  Philadelphia,  PA  19103; 
(215) 299-5400. 

American  Architectural  Manufacturers 
Association,  1540  East  Dundee  Road, 
Palatine,  IL  60067;  (708)  202-1350. 

Federal  Specifications,  General  Services 
Administration,  Specifications  Section, 
Room  6654,  7th  and  D  Streets,  SW, 
Washington,  DC  20407;  (202)  708-5082. 
Gas  Appliance  Manufacturers  Association, 
1901  Moore  St.,  Arlington,  VA  22209;  (703) 
525-9565. 

National  Electrical  Manufacturers 
Association,  2101  L  Street,  NW,  Suite  300, 
Washington,  DC  20037;  (202)  457-8400. 
National  Fire  Protection  Association, 
Batterymarch  Park,  P.O.  Box  9101,  Quincy. 
MA  02269;  (617)  770-3000. 

National  Standards  Association,  1200  Quince 
Orchard  Blvd.,  Gaithersburg,  MD  20878; 
(301)  590-2300.  (NSA  is  a  local  contact  for 
materials  from  ASTM). 

National  Wood  Window  and  Door 
Association,  1400  East  Touhy  Avenue,  Des 
Plaines,  IL  60018;  (708)  290-5200. 

Sheet  Metal  and  Air  Conditioning 
Contractors  Association,  P.O.  Box  221230, 
Chantilly,  VA  22022-1230;  (703)  803- 
2980. 
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Steel  Door  Inadtute,  712  Lekewood  Cent«r 
North,  14600  Detroit  Avenue,  Cleveland. 
OH  44107;  (216)  899-OlOa 
Steel  Window  Institute.  1230  Keith  Building, 
aeveland.  OH  44115;  (216)  241-7333. 
Tubular  Kachanger  Manufacturers 
Associatiost,  25  N<»th  Broadway, 
Tanytown.  NY  10501;  (914)  332-004a 
Underwriters  Laboratories,  Ini^  PXL  Box 
75530,  Chic^,  IL  60675-5330;  (708)  272- 
8800. 

More  infannatkn  regwding  the  staadards 
in  this  refcnooe  can  be  obtained  from  the 
following  sources: 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  401  M 
Street,  NW,  Wedrii^on.  DC  20006;  (202) 
554-1060. 

National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology,  U.S.  Department  of 
Commerce,  Geithersburg,  MD  20699,  (301) 
975-2000 

Weetherization  Assistance  Programs 
Division.  Conservation  and  Renewable 
Energy.  Mail  Stop  5G-023,  Forrestal  Bldg, 
1000  independence  Ave,  SW,  Washington, 
DC  20585;  (202)  586-2207. 

Thermal  tNSUtATvtQ  MATERutts  for 
Builoinq  Elements  Incluoinq  Walls, 
Floors,  Cehjnqs,  Ames,  and  Roofs 

ISMndatds  for  oonfoenanc^ 


Inautaeon— rainaral  fter 

Bfankel  Insutalion _ 

Roof  Insulation  board  _ _ 

Looae-fll  Inaulatlon _ 

Insuiadon— minacal  cefkilar. 
VemSaMa  loose  Wl  insula¬ 
tion. 

PerMe  looae'di  Insutalion  _. 


ASTM'C865-^ 
ASTMC72e-6a 
ASTMC764-e& 

AS7MCS16-80 
(1990). 

ASTMC549-ei 
(1986). 

Cetajlar  gtasa  Insutaten  ASTMCSS2-6& 
Uock. 

Potato  tasotalion  board _ ASTM  C728-89a. 

Innitallnn  nmartr  Itoar 

Celuloslc  fber  Insulating  ASTMC20e-72 
board.  (1962). 

CeMose  loose-M  Insutalion  ASTM  C739-88. 
Insutatlon-organic  csHulec 

Preformed  block-type  poly-  ASTM  CS78-67a. 
styrsiw  tasutalon. 

Rigid  prefcitmed  poly-  ASTM  CSBI-es. 

urethane  bisutation  board. 

Polyuroewno  or  FS*  HH4-1972n 

poiyiaocyenurato  Inauia-  (1961). 

Son  board  faced  with  alu¬ 
minum  toS  on  both  atdaa. 

Polyuretoana  or  FS  HH-M972e 

potytaocyarwrato  Inauta-  (1961).  And 

ion  board  tacad  wl8i  fell  Amandmanl  1, 

onbothaidea.  October  3, 1965. 

Insutalion— compoeito  boardr 

MlnemI  Sber  rod  rigid  cal-  ASTM  C726-86. 
Mar  poiywelhana  oom- 
poeito  nol  Inautation 

board. 

Perfto  board  and  rigid  cel-  ASTMC964-63. 
Mar  polyurelhone  com- 
poaSe  roof  InaMtalion. 

Gypsum  board  and  poly-  FSHH-I-1972M 
utetoane  or  (1961). 

poitoocyanurato  oompoe- 
Ito  board. 

Matartaia  used  as  a  patch  to  CommeRiaSy  avaS- 

reduce  ktataaSon  ttaough  abia. 

Sre  building  anvelopa. 

*  ASTM  Indtaatos  Aiwetiero  Society  for  Tasdng 
andMatoriata. 

*  FS  Indicatoe  Federal  Spaciticallons. 


FS  HH-M972I2 
(1961).  taid 
Amervfmerti  1, 
Octobers,  1965. 

ASTMC726-86. 


ASTMC964-63. 

FSHH-I-1972M 

(1961). 

CommeRtaay  avaH- 


Thermal  Insulatmo  Materials  for 
Pipes,  Ducts,  and  Equipment  Such 
AS  Boilers  and  Furnaces 

(Standards  tor  eordormanoe) 


Inautadon  rataaraltatoK 

Pretowaed  pjpb  taairlaSow 

Btankat  arto  tan  taiutadon 
(indiMtrtal  type). 

Blanket  Inautation  and  btan- 
kel  type  pipe  taautatlon 
(metal  mesh  oowerad)  (kt- 
duoMai  type). 

Block  and  board  inautation - 

Spray  appaed  flbrous  Insula¬ 
tion  for  efevated  fempara- 
tore. 

Hlgh-tomparahrre  fbar  blan¬ 
ket  insulation. 

Duct  work  inautation _ 


kiautalort— rtanaral  oafkrtar: 
Dtatomaoeous  aarlh  block 
and  pipe  insulation. 
Calcium  slicate  block  and 
pipe  kisutatior). 

CeMar  gtasa  Inautation . 

Eripandad  pernio  block  rod 
pipe  InsutaUon. 

Insulation— Organic  Ceautar 
Preformed  llaxMe  elas- 
lo^nedc  oefkrlar  Insulstion 
In  sheet  and  tubular  form. 
Unfaeed  preformed  rigid  cel¬ 
lular  polyurethana  Ineuta- 
9on. 

Insulation  skirting _ 


ASTM'  C647-77. 
ASTMC56S-70 
(1977). 

ASTMC582-60. 


ASTMC612-6a 
ASTM  0720-89. 


ASTM  0892-69. 

Salactod  and  ap- 
pSed  aocordtog  to 
ASTM  0971-62. 

ASTM  0517-71 
(1979) 

ASTM  0533-65 
(1990). 

ASTM  0562-88. 
ASTM  0810-65. 


ASTM  0534-88. 


ASTM  0591-85. 


Commercinay  awail- 
abla. 


'  ASTM  indicates  Amartcan  Society  tor  Testtog  and 
MaterM. 


Fire  Safety  Requirements  for  Insulat¬ 
ing  Materials  According  to  Insula¬ 
tion  Use 

(Stondarda  for  contomnanc^ 

Attic  floor -  ktaulation  matortala  Intsnded  tor  ex- 


Exposed  Inte¬ 
rior  walla 
and  ceilinga. 


Exterior  enve- 
lopa  wafle 
and  mole. 


PIpea,  ducts, 
and  equip- 
menL 


Storm  Windows 

(Standarda  tor  oonfonnanc^ 


I 


Storm  windowa: 

Akittanum  Irwtaating  ANSI/AAMA  >  1002.16- 

storm  windows.  83. 

Aluminum  fraew  storm  ANSI/AAMA  1002.10-83. 
windows. 

Wood  trame  Storm  win-  ANSMtWWDA*  LS.  2- 
dowa.  87.  (Section  ^ 

Rigid  vinyt  hame  Storm  ASTM' D40e9-66. 
vflndowe. 

Framalaae  ptaatic  glaz-  Required  minimum  irlck- 
Ing  rUorm.  rwee  winitowa  ta  6  mi 

(.006  inched 

Movabta  Ineutatlon  eye-  Commercially  avaflable. 


■ANSI/AAMA  kidicatee  Amatican  National 
Standards  IneMute/American  Architectural 
Manuloclurem  Aaeociatton. 

'ANSI/NWWDA  indicates  Americro  National 
Standards  insMute/National  Wood  Window  &  Door 
AssoctaeoTL 

'  ASTM  todtaatoe  Amarfcro  Sociaty  for  Tasting  and 
Mateiiata. 


Storm  Doors 

(StamtaKta  for  conformarxto] 


Storm  doom— Afumtaum: 

Storm  Doors  . . . 

Sliding  glass  storm 
doors. 

Wood  atorni  doom . — 

Rigid  vinyl  storm  doom 
Vestibules: 

Materials  to  constnjct 

Replacemeni  wkKlows: 
Aluminum  irama  wto- 
dows. 

Steal  fmme  wkKlows 


Wood  frame  windows 
Rigid  vinyl  frame  win¬ 
dows. 


ANSI/AAMA  ■  1K)27-69. 
ANSUAAMA  1002.10-83. 

ANSWIWWDA'  I.S.  6- 
86. 

I  ASTM'  D3676-68. 

I  Commarctally  avaRabte. 


ANSt/AAMA  101-86. 

Steel  WkKkMv  Institute 
recommended  sped- 
ticalions  for  staet  wto- 
dowB,  1990. 

ANSI/NWWDA  LS.  2-67. 

ASTM  D4099-89. 


Attic  floor -  Insulation  matortata  Intended  for  ex¬ 

posed  use  in  attic  floom  shall  be 
capabla  of  maeiing  the  same 
smotdeitng  combustion  require¬ 
ments  given  for  celulose  insula¬ 
tion  In  ASTM'  C739-88. 

Enclosed  Insulation  mataiiais  intandad  for 
space.  use  within  enclosed  stud  or  Joist 

spaces  shafl  be  capable  of  rrwet- 
kig  the  ennoldafing  combusflon 
requirementt  ki  ASTM  0739-86 
Exposed  kite-  insulation  materials.  Including  those 
rtor  walls  with  combustibta  lacings,  which 
andceiflngs.  remain  exposed  and  serve  as 
wan  or  ceiling  ktlerior  finish,  shall 
have  a  ftama  spread  ctasafltaa- 
tion  not  to  exceed  150  (par 
ASTM  E84-69a). 

Exterior  enva-  Exterior  anvelopa  walls  and  roofs 
lope  wafle  oontakiing  thamwl  kwulafions 

and  reota.  shall  meet  acpflcabla  local  gov¬ 

ernment  bulkflng  coda  raquitw- 
ments  for  the  complata  wan  or 
roof  asaa^nbhr. 

Pipes,  ducts.  Insulation  matartais  kitended  for 
and  equip-  use  on  pipaa,  ducts  and  aquip- 
manL  mant  shaB  be  capabla  ol  maating 

a  flame  spread  ctassilicalion  not 
to  exceed  ISO  (par  ASTM  E84- 
_ 89e)^ _ 

'  ASTM  Indicatae  Amadcro  Socialy  for  Taating 
and  Malariais. 


'  ANSI/AAMA  Indtaatas  American  National 
Standards  tostitutB/Ameiican  Architectural 
Manulacturam  Aaaoctaboa 
'ANSI/NWVkOA  indicatoe  American  Nattonal 
Standards  Instdula/Nationai  Wood  Window  &  Door 
Association. 

'  ASTM  kidicatee  American  Sociaty  for  Tasting  and 
Materials. 

Replac:ement  Doors 

(Standards  lor  conformance] 


Raptacamenf  doors— 
Hkigeddoom: 
Stoaldoom  _ 

ANSI/SOI '  100-1985. 

Wood  doom: 

Flush  doom _ 

ANSI/NWWDA'  IB.  1- 

Pkie,  Hr,  hemlock  and 

87.  (exterior  door  pro- 
visions) 

ANSVNWWDA  I.S.  6-86. 

spruce  doors. 

SNdkig  patio  doorm: 
Aluminum  doom  _ _ 

ANSI/AAMA'  101-68. 

Wood  doom  . . 

NWWDA  I.S.  3-83. 

'  ANSI/SOI  Indicates  American  Natkxiai  Standards 
kistituta/Steel  Door  Institute. 

'ANSi/NWWDA  indicates  Amartcan  National 
Standards  InsUtut^National  Wbod  Window  8  Door 
Asuocietton 

'  ANSt/AAMA  Indicates  American  National 
Standards  tosttuta/Amerfean  Archfleclural 
Manufacturam  Assoctafloa 
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Caulks  and  sealants: 

(Standards  (or  oonforniance] 


Caulks  and  sealants: 
Putty . 


Glazing  compounds  for 
metal  sash. 

OH  and  resin  base 
caulks. 

Acrylic  (solvenl  types) 
sealants. 


Butyl  rubber  sealants  .. 

Chlorosulfonated  poly¬ 
ethylene  sealants. 


Latex  sealing  com¬ 
pounds. 

Elastomeric  joint 
sealants  (normally 
considered  to  Itv 
clude  poiysulfide, 
polyurethane,  and 
silicone). 

Preformed  gaskets  and 
sealing  materlais. 


FS'  TT-P-00791B,  Oc¬ 
tober  16, 1969  and 
Amendment  2.  March 
23,  1971. 

ASTM*  C669-75  (1969). 

ASTM  C576-72  (1989). 

FS  TT-S-00230C.  Feb- 
njary  2, 1970  and 
Amendment  2,  Octo¬ 
ber  9. 1970. 

FS  TT-S-001657.  Octo¬ 
ber  8, 1970. 

FS  TT-S-00230C,  Feb¬ 
ruary  2. 1970  and 
Amendment  2.  Och>- 
ber  9, 1970. 

ASTM  C834-76  (1966). 

ASTM  C920-87 


ASTM  CS09-B4. 


'  FS  indicates  Federal  Specifications. 

‘ASTM  Indicates  American  Society  for  Testing  and 
Materials. 


Weatherstripping 

[Standards  for  conformarx»] 


Weatherstripping 
Vapor  retarders  . 


Items  to  Improve  attic 
ventilation. 

Clock  thermostats . 


Cornmerdally  available. 

Selected  ac(x>rdirrg  to 
the  provisions  cited  in 
ASTM’  C755-85 
(1990).  Permeance  not 
greater  than  1  perm 
wrhen  detemrtined  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  des¬ 
iccant  method  de¬ 
scribed  In  ASTM  E96- 
90. 

Commercially  available. 

NEMA‘  DC  3-1989. 


’  ASTM  irxAcates  American  Society  for  Testing  arxl 
Materlais. 

‘NEMA  indicates  Natiortal  Electrical  Manufacturers 
Association. 


Heat  Exchangers 

[Standards  for  conformance] 


Heat  exchangers,  water- 
to-water  and  stearr^-to- 
water. 


ASME '  Boiler  and  Pres¬ 
sure  Vessel  Code, 
1992,  Sections  II,  V, 
VIII,  IX.  and  X,  as  ap- 
plicabie  to  pressure 
vessels.  Standards  of 
Tubular  Exchanger 
Manufacturers  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Seventh  Edi¬ 
tion.  1988. 


Heat  Exchangers— Continued 

[Standards  for  conformance] 


Heat  exchangers  wHh 
gas-fired  appliances*. 


Heat  pump' water  heating 
heat  recovery  systems. 


Confonnance  to  AGA* 
Requirements  for  Heat 
Reclaimer  Devices  for 
Use  with  Gas-Fired 
Appliances  No.  1-60, 
June  1, 1960.  AGA 
Laboratories  CertHI- 
catlon  Seal. 

Electrical  components  to 
be  Hated  by  UL.« 


’  ASME  indicates  American  Society  of  Mechanical 
Erigineers. 

M  he  heat  reclaimer  Is  for  instaHsHion  in  a  section 
of  the  vent  corrector  from  appliances  equipped  with 
dr^jt  hoods  or  appliances  equipped  with  ponyered 
burners  or  inouced  draft  and  not  equipped  wito  a 
draft  hood. 

‘AGA  indicates  American  Gas  Association. 

*UL  indicates  Unoerwmers  Laboratories. 


Boiler/Furnace  Control  Systems 

[Starxtards  for  conformarKe] 


Automatic  set  back  ther¬ 
mostats. 

Line  voltage  or  low  volt¬ 
age  room  thermostats. 

Automatic  gas  ignition 
systems. 


Energy  management  sys¬ 
tems. 

Hydronic  boiler  controls  .. 
Other  burner  controls  . 


Listed  by  UL’  Conform¬ 
ance  to  NEMA*  DC  3- 
1989. 

NEMA  DC  »-1989. 

ANSI®  Z21.21-1987  and 
Z21.21a-1989.  AGA* 
Laboratories  Certifi¬ 
cation  Seal. 

Listed  by  UL 

Listed  by  UL. 

Listed  by  UL 


’  UL  Indicates  Underwriters  Laboratories. 

‘  NEMA  indicates  NattoruH  Electrical  Manufacturers 
Association. 

‘ANSI  indicates  American  National  Standards 
Institute. 

*  AGA  Indicates  American  Gas  Association. 


Water  Heater  Modircations 

[Standards  for  conformance] 


Insulate  tank  and  dis- 
tnbution  piping. 

InstaU  heat  traps  on  inlet 
and  outlet  piping. 

Install/replace  water 
heater  heating  ele¬ 
ments. 

Electric,  freeze-preven¬ 
tion  tape  for  pipes. 

Reduce  theimostat  set¬ 
tings. 

Install  stack  damper, 
gas-fueled. 


Install  stack  damper,  oil- 
fueled. 

Install  water  flow  irrodi- 
fiers. 


(See  insulation  section  of 
this  appendix). 
Applicable  local  plumbirrg 

Li^^by  UL’. 


Usted  by  UL. 

State  or  local  rec¬ 
ommendations. 

ANSI  *221.66-1988,  In¬ 
cluding  Exhibits  A&B, 
and  ANSI  2223.1- 
1988. 

UL  17,  November  28, 
1988,  and  NFPA*31- 
1987. 

Commercially  available. 


’  UL  indicates  Underwriters  Laboratories. 

‘ANSI  indicates  American  National  Standards 
Institute. 

‘NFPA  indicates  National  Fire  Prevention 
Association. 


Waste  Heat  Recovery  Devices— 
Continued 

[Standards  for  oontormance] 


Condensing  heat 
exchairgers. 


Condonsiifg  heat 
exchangers. 


CommerciaHy  avaHabie  com¬ 
ponents  and  in  new  heating 
furnace  systems  to  manu¬ 
facturers'  specifications. 

CommerciaHy  avaHabie  (Com¬ 
mercial,  muW-story  bulkHng, 


with  tefton-Hned  tubes  insti¬ 
tutional)  to  manufadurers’ 
specifications. 


Energy  recovery 
equ^gment 


Energy  Recovery  Equipment 
and  Systems  Air-to-Air 
(1978)  Sheet  Metal  and  Air- 
Conditioning  Contractors 
Nationel  Association 
(SMACNA).* 


’  ARI  irxiicatos  Ak  Conditioning  and  Refrigeration 
InsUtuto. 

‘SMACNA  denotes  Sheet  Metal  and  Ak 
Conditxxiing  Contractors'  Natwrral  Association. 


Boiler  Repair  and  Modifications/ 
Efficiency  Improvements 

[Standards  for  conformance] 


Install  gas  conversion 
burners. 


Replace  oil  burner 


Install  burners  (oH/gas) 


Re-adjust  boiler  water 
temperature  or  Install 
automatic  boiler  tem¬ 
perature  reset  control. 

Replacafmodify  boilers 


Clean  heat  exchanger, 
adjust  burner  ak 
shutterfs),  check 
smoke  no.  on  on-fueled 
equipment.  Check  op¬ 
eration  of  pump(8)  and 
replacement  fitters. 

Repair  combustion  cham¬ 
bers. 

Replace  heat  exchang¬ 
ers,  tubes. 


ANSI’ 221 .8-1 984,  (for 
gas  or  oil-fired  sys¬ 
tems)  ANSI  221.17- 
1984,  ANSI  221.17a- 
1990,  and  ANSI 
2223.1-1988.  AGA* 
Laboratories  Certifi¬ 
cation  seal. 

UL‘296,  February  28, 
~1989  Revision  and 
NFPA*  31-1987. 

ANSI  2223.1-1988  for 
gas  equipment  and 
NFPA  31-1967  for  oH 
equipment 

ASME*  CSG-1 -1968, 
ASME  CSD-1a-1969. 
ANSI  2223.1-1988, 
and  NFPA  31-1987. 
ASME  Boiler  and  Pres¬ 
sure  Vessel  Code, 
1992,  Sections  II,  IV, 
V,  VI,  VIH,  IX,  and  X. 
B^rs  must  be  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Boilers  and  Ra¬ 
diation  Manufacturers 
(IBR)  equipment 
Per  manufacturers'  In¬ 
structions. 


Refractory  Hnings  may 
be  required  for  conver¬ 
sions. 

Protection  from  flame 
contact  with  conver¬ 
sion  burrrers  by  refrac¬ 
tory  shield. 


Waste  Heat  Recovery  Devices 

[Standards  for  conformarKe] 


Desuperheater/ 

ARM  470-1987. 

water  heaters. 
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Boiler  Repair  and  MooincATiONS/ 
Efroency  Improvements— Continued 

(Slandardi  lor  oonfonnanM] 


Heating  and  Cooling  System  Repairs 
AND  Tune-ups/Effioency  IMPROVE¬ 
MENTS— Continued 

[StandwdB  for  contomanco] 


*UL  Indicatee  Undeiwiltere  Laboratories. 

Air  Conditioners  and  Cooung 
Equipment 

(Standards  for  conformance] 


Ak  conditioners: 


instaMkaplace 
toermoeiatic  radtotor 
valves. 


Instal  boMer  duty  cycle 
control  system. 


InstaN  duct  insulation _ 


Reduce  Input  of  burner, 
derate  gas-fueled 
equipment. 


Repair/replace  ok-Ared 
equipment 
Replace  combustion 
chamber  In  ok-tired  fur¬ 
naces  or  bokers. 

Clean  heal  exchanger 
and  ad|ust  burner,  ad¬ 
just  ak  shutter  and 
check  COi  and  stack 
temperature.  Clean  or 
replM  ak  filler  on 
forced  ak  furnace. 
Install  vent  dampers  for 
gas-fueled  healing  sys¬ 
tems. 


Instal  vent  dampers  for 
ok-fueled  heating  sys¬ 
tems. 


Commerdaky  evekable. 
One  pipe  steam  sys¬ 
tems  require  ak  vents 
on  each  rartator  see 
manufacturers’  re- 
quksmenls. 

Commerdaky  available. 
NFPA  70,  National 
Electrical  Code  (NEC) 
1993  and  local  eleo- 
tilcal  codes  provisions 
for  wiring. 


FS'  HH-I-558C.  January 
7, 1992  (see  insulation 
sections  of  this  appen¬ 
ds). 

Local  utktty  company  and 
procedums  k  app^- 
ble  tor  gas-fueled  fur¬ 
naces  and  ANSI* 

2223.1-1968  (NFPA* 
54-1968)  Including  Ap¬ 
pends  H. 

NFPA  31-1967. 

NFPA  31-1967. 


ANSI  Z223.1-1988 
(NFPA  54-1966)  kt- 
dudtog  Appendix  H. 


AppNcabie  sections  of 
ANSI  Z223.1-1968 
(NFPA  54-1968)  kt- 
dudkig  ApperKkces  H, 
L  J,  and  K.  ANSI 
Z21.66-1988  and  Ex¬ 
hibits  A  &  B  tor  elec- 
trtcaky  operated 
dampers. 

Applicable  sections  of 
NFPA  31-1967  for  kt- 
stakakon  and  in  con¬ 
formance  with  UL*  17, 
November  28, 1968. 


Reduce  excess  combus¬ 
tion  aln' 

A:  Reduce  vent  con¬ 
nector  size  of  gas- 
fueled  appHan^ 

B:  Adjust  barometric 
draft  regulator  tor  ok 
fuels. 

Replace  constant  burning 
pilot  with  electric  Igni¬ 
tion  device  on  gas- 
fueled  furnaces  or  bok¬ 
ers. 

Readjust  fan  switch  on 
forced  ak  gas  or  ok- 
fueled  furnaces. 


Replace  burners . 

InstaM/repiace  duct  fur¬ 
naces  (gas). 

InstaU/replace  heat 
pumps. 

ReplaM  ak  diffusers,  kt- 
takw,  registers,  and 
grilles. 

InstaM/repiace  warm  ak 
heating  metal  ducts. 


Chimneys,  fireplaces, 
vents  and  solid  fuel 
burning  appliances. 
Gas-fired  furnaces  .... 


Oil-fired  furnaces 


Liquified  petroleum  gas 
storage. 

Ventilation  fans; 
Including  electric  attic, 
ceiling,  and  .whole 
house  farrs. 


ANSI  Z223.1-1988 
(NFPA  54-1968)  Part 
9  and  Appendtoee  G  & 
H. 

NFPA  31-1967  and  per 
manufacturers'  (fur¬ 
nace  or  boiler)  Instruc¬ 
tions. 

ANSI  221.71-1961, 
221.711-1965,  and 
221.71b-1989. 


Applicable  sections  and 
Appendix  H  of  ANSI 

2223.1-1968  (NFPA 
54-1968)  for  gas  fur¬ 
naces  and  NFPA  31- 
1967  for  ok  furnaces. 

See  power  burners  (ok/ 
gas). 

ANSI  2223.1-1968 
(NFPA  54-1988). 

UstedbyUL 

Commerdalty  available. 


Commercialty  available. 


NFPA’  211-1988. 


ANSI*  221.47-1987, 
221.47a-1988,  and 
221.47b-1969.  ANSI 

2223.1-1988  (NFPA 
54-1968). 

Ul»  727,  August  27, 
1991  Revision  and 
NFPA  31-1987. 

NFPA  58-1969. 


UL  507,  August  23,  1990 
Revision. 


Central  ak  condWoners 
Room  size  units _ 

Other  cooMng  equipment: 
Indudkig  evaporative 
coolers,  heat  pumps 
and  other  equipm^ 


ARP  210/240-1969. 
ANSt/AHAM*  RAC-1- 
1982. 

UL*  1995,  November  30, 

logo.'* 


’  NFPA  indicates  National  Fire  Prevention 
Associdtion 

*  ANSI  .indicates  American  National  Standards 
Institute. 


’ARI  Indicates  Ak  CondMonIng  and  Refrigeration 
Institute. 

*AHAM/ANSI  ktdtoatss  American  Home  AppNance 
Manufacturers/Amertcan  National  StarKlards  kwmute. 

*UL  ktdicatee  Undenvriters  Laboratories. 

*This  standard  is  a  general  standard  covering 
many  different  types  of  heating  and  cooling 
equipment. 


Screens,  Window  Films,  and 
Reflective  Materials 

[Standards  for  corkormance] 


Insect  screens . 

Commercially  avail¬ 
able. 

Wirtdow  films . 

Shade  screens: 

Commercially  avail¬ 
able. 

Fiberglass  shade  screerts  ... 

Commerdaliy  avaH- 
abie. 

Polyester  shade  screens . 

Rigid  awnings: 

Commercially  avail¬ 
able. 

Wood  rigid  awrttogs . 

Commerdaliy  avail¬ 
able. 

Metal  rigid  awnings . 

Louver  systems: 

Commerdaliy  avail¬ 
able. 

Wood  louver  systems . 

Commerdaliy  avail¬ 
able. 

Metal  louver  systems . 

Commerdaliy  avail¬ 
able. 

todustrial-grade  white  pairtt 

Commerdalty  avail- 

used  as  a  heat-reflective 
measure  on  awnings,  wkt- 
dow  louvers,  doors,  and  ex¬ 
terior  duct  work  (exposed). 

able. 

[FR  Doc.  93-3697  Filed  3-3-93;  8:45  am] 

BtLUNO  CODE  S450-IM-P 


’ANSI  Indicates  American  Nattonai  Standards 
tostkute. 

*AOA  Indtoales  American  Gas  Association. 

*UL  Indicates  Underwriters  Laboratories. 

*NFPA  Indicstes  Nattonai  Fks  Prevention 
Assodakon. 

*ANSVASME  kxkcatas  American  Nattonai 
Standards  kisiltule/Amertcan  Society  of  Mechanical 
Engineers. 


HEATING  AND  COOUNG  SYSTEM  REPAIRS 
AND  TUNE-UPS/EFFICIENCY  IMPROVEMENTS 
(Standards  for  conformance] 


FHier  alarm  units . I  Commerdaliy  available. 


’  FS  indicates  Federal  Specifications. 

*ANSI  Indicates  American  Nattonai  Standards 
Institute. 

*NFPA  indicates  National  Fke  Prevention 
Association. 

*  UL  indicates  Underwriters  Laboratories. 


Replacement  Furnaces,  Boilers,  and 
Wood  Stoves 

[Standards  for  conformance] 


Thursday 
March  4,  1993 


Part  IV 

Department  of  the 
interior 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 


Indian  Gaming;  Notice  of  Approved 
Tribal-State  Compact 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affaire 
Indian  Gaming 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs, 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  approved  Tribal-State 
Compact. 

SUMMARY:  Piirsuant  to  25  U.S.C  2710,  of 
the  Indieui  Gaming  Regulatory  Act  of 
1988  (Pub.  L.  100-497),  the  Secretary  of 


the  Interior  shall  publish,  in  the  Federal 
Register,  notice  of  approved  Tribal-State 
Compacts  for  the  purpose  of  engaging  in 
Class  m  (casino)  gambling  on  Indian 
reservations.  The  Assistant  Secretary — 
Indian  Affairs,  Department  of  the 
Interior,  through  his  delegated 
authority,  has  approved  the  Tribal-State 
Compact  for  Class  IB  Gaming  Between 
the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Chehalis 
Reservation  and  the  State  of 
Washington,  enacted  on  December  21, 
1992. 


DATES:  This  action  is  effective  upon  date 
of  publication. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

Hilda  Manuel,  Director,  Indian  Gaming 
Management  Staff,  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  Washington,  DC  20240,  (202) 
219-4068. 

Dated:  February  22, 1993. 

Stan  Speaks, 

Acting  Assistant  Secretary— Indian  Affairs. 
(FR  Doc.  93-4949  Filed  3-3-93;  8.45  ami 
BHXMO  CODE  4S10-KMI 


Thursday 
March  4,  1993 


Part  V 

Department  of  the 
Interior 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 


Indian  Gaming;  Notice  of  Approved 
Tribal-State  Compact 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affaire 
Indian  Gaming 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 
Interior. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  approved  Tribal-State 
Compact. 

SUMMARY:  Pursuant  to  25  U.S.C.  2710,  of 
the  Indian  Gaming  Regulatory  Act  of 
1988  (Pub.  Lm  100-497),  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  publish,  in  the  Federal 


Register,  notice  of  approved  Tribal-State 
Compacts  for  the  purpose  of  engaging  in 
Class  in  (casino)  gambling  on  InoUan 
reservations.  The  Assistant  Secretary — 
Ii)dian  Affairs.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  through  his  delegated 
authority,  has  approved  the  Tribal-State 
Compact  Between  the  Upper  Skagit 
Indian  Tribe  and  the  State  of 
Washington,  enacted  on  December  21, 
1992. 

DATES:  This  action  is  effective  upon  date 
of  publication. 


FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Hilda  Manuel,  Interim  Staff  Director, 
Indian  Gaming  Management  Staff. 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Washington. 
DC  20240,  (202)  219-0994. 

Dated:  February  19, 1993. 

Eddie  F.  Brown, 

Assistant  Secretary— Indian  Affairs. 

(FR  Doc.  93-4950  Filed  3-3-03;  8:45  am] 
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